This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


'?.5l:-:  i     ^-^-*-^  ^-.* 


'/€!>*, 
->^ 


;^-!i> 


^X.^.^^^^         : 


r-f^:.-:- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


WISCONSIN   REPORTS 

129 


CASES  DETERMINED 


IN   THE 


SUPREME  COURT 


OP 


WISCONSIN 


June  21 — November  7, 1906 


FREDERIC  K.  CONOVER 

Official  Rbporter 


CHICAGO 
CALLAGHAN  AND  COMPANY 

1907 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


COFTRiaHT,  1907, 

By  JAMES  A.  FREAR, 

BacKKTAMT  or  Statb  op  tbb  STAn  or  Wnoomm 

For  tk6  benefit  of  the  people  of  iald  state. 


STATE  J0T7BNAL  PRINTINa  CX)MPANT. 

PUmnSMI  AND  STSBBOTTPKRIi 

MAOiaoir.  wn. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


JUSTICES 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN 


DURING  THE  PERIOD  COMPRISED  IM  THIS  VOLUME 


JOHN  B.  CASSODAY 

Ex  officio  Chief  Justice 

JOHN  B.  WINSLOW 

ROUJET  D.  MARSHALL 

JOSHUA  ERIC  DODGE 

ROBERT  G.  SIEBECKER 

JAMES  C.  KERWIN 


Attorney  Gefieral       -       L.  M.  Sturdevant 
Clerk        ...       C1.ARBNCB  Kellogo 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


ERRATA. 

Vol.  124. 

Page  539,  line  2.    For  Kruse,  read  Koelzer. 

Vol.  129. 

Page  347,  line  14.    For  ante,  p.  82,  read  128  Wis.  82. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


TABLE 


OF 


CASES  REPORTED. 


Alrohofju  V.  ReviUon  Freres iS6 

Contracts:  Offer  and  acceptance:  Authority  of  agent 

Ashland  County  v.  Knight 63 

Taxation:  Re-asseesment  where  prior  assessment  set  aside:  Assess- 
ment to  agent  not  in  possession 

Auer  V.  Mathews I4S 

Contracts:  Reformation:  Specific  performance:  Vendor  and  pur- 
chaser of  land. 

Auerv.  Vahl 636 

Landlord  and  tenant:  Duty  to  make  repairs:  Modification  of 
lease:  Abandonment  of  premises. 

Bailey  v.  Fink 373 

Married  women:  Promissory  notes:  Liability  at  law. 

Balson^  Parsons  v 311 

£ariholo7naxis  v,  Milwaukee  Electric  By.  dk  Light  Co. .  388 

Street  railways:  Injury  to  passenger:  Collision  at  railroad  cross- 
ing: Ordinance  requiring  street  cars  to  stop,  etc. :  Several  tracks: 
Negligence  of  employee^:  Evidence:  Court  and  Jury. 

Becker  v.  Bluemd ^91 

Mortgages:  Power  of  agent  for  collection:  Payment:  Discharge: 
Taking  new  mortgage:  Assignment:  Consideration:  Colorable 
book  entries:  Estoppel. 

Becker^  Smith  v 396 

BddenviUe  Lumber  Co.,  Howard  v 98 

b 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


vi  CASES  REPOETED.  [129 

Bergh^  State  ex  rel.^  v.  Sparling 16Ji, 

Bluemdy  Becker  v i91 

Boyle  V.  Robinson 667 

Deeds:  Ck>mpetency  of  grantor:  Undue  influence:  Evidence:  Bur- 
den of  proof:  Judgment:  Witnesiea:  AUorneys  at  law:  Physi- 
cians: Appeal:  Immaterial  error. 

Bradford^  Davidor  v 6H 

Breier^  EetoAe  ^,  Sohneider  v 446 

Bruger  v.  Prinoehn  <&  St.  Marie  Mut  F.  Ins.  Co i81 

(1)  Trial:  Legal  and  equitable  issues.  (2)  Evidence:  Admis- 
sions: Ck>nclusivene8s.  (6)  Verified  copies,  when  receivable. 
(3,  5-7)  Insurance  against  fire:  Notice  of  other  insurance: 
Amount  of  recovery:  Instructions  to  jury:  Evidence  of  value: 
Policy  inconsistent  with  by-laws  of  insurer. 

Burlington^  City  of^  Smith  v SS6 

Busse  V.  State 171 

Bastardy:  Paternity  of  child : intercourse  with  several  men:  Trial 
by  court:  CJonviction  contrary  to  evidence:  BeversaL 

Caimes,  Hammel  v ISS 

Campbell^  Ibmkins  v 9S 

Capponj  Patterson  v 439 

Carpenter^  State  ex  rd.  Pabst  Brewhig  Co.v 180 

Case  Threshing  Machine  Co.^  Sorensen  v 366 

Chmin  Belt  Co.^  Stefanowshiv 4S4 

Chicago^  Milwaukee  <fe  St,  Paul  li,  Co.,  Roedler  v S70 

C  H.  Starke  Dredge  cfe  Dock  Co,,  Comptyv 622 

Clark  V,  Slaughter 64^ 

Gaming:  Recovery  of  money  lost:  Pleading:  Variance:  Waiver: 
Evidence:  Court  and  jury. 

Clawson  v.  State 650 

False  pretenses:  Statute  construed:  Promissory  note  is  "prop- 
erty:'' Essentials  of  offense:  Evidence. 

Compty  v,  C,  H,  Starke  Dredge  dk  Dock  Co 

Streets:  Deposit  of  building  materials:  Others  using  the  place  not 
trespassert:  Child  watching  pile  driver:  Personal  injury:  Negli- 
genoe:  Contributory  negligence  of  parent 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Wis.]  cases  EEPORTED.  vii 

CarUin  v.  Sawards S^ 

Wills:  OoDstniction:  Lite  estate  or  fee?  Precatory  trusts. 

Cooper  V.  Granger 60 

Terms  of  coart:  Duration:  Adjournments:  Presumptions:  Yaoat* 
ing  judgment:  New  trial:  Imposition  of  costs.  ^ 

Dcmcy  Drainage  Districtj  In  re 1S9 

Drainage  districts:  Refusal  to  confirm  report:  Appealable  order: 
Powers  of  commissioners:  Destruction  or  impairment  of  navi- 
gable waters:  Who  may  object 

Dcmdor  v.  Bradford 6H 

Contracts:  Breach:  Minimizing  damages:  Partnership:  Contribu- 
tion: Pleading:  Judgment. 

Dewey  v.  Fleischer 691 

Life  insurance:  Holding  policy  in  trust:  Evidence. 

Donner  v.  Oem US 

Pleading:  Amendment  to  conform  to  evidence:  Appeal:  Findings 
of  fact,  when  disturbed 

Earley  v.  Winn £91 

Slander:  Evidence:  Reputation  of  plaintiff:  Hearsay:  Impeach- 
ment of  witness:  Express  malice:  Cross-examination:  Discre- 
tion: Parts  of  conversation:  Right  to  prove  whole:  Separate 
slanders:  Instructions  to  jufy:  Meaning  of  words  spoken:  Court 
and  jury:  Pleading  construed  t  Separate  causes  of  action:  Words 
actionable  per  se:  ' '  Infamous  punishment. ' ' 

Eokelsj  Ponti  v £6 

Edward  Sines  Lumber  Co,^  State  ex  rel,,  v.  Fisher 67 

FUsworth,  Security  Trust  cfe  Life  Ins.  Co.v Slfi 

Emerson  v.  McDonnell 67 

Champerty:  Attorneys  at  law:  Purchase  of  clients'  interest  in 
lands  insult:  Striking  out  defenses:  Settlement:  Ratification. 

English  Construction  Co.,  Modem  Steel  S.  Co.  v SI 

Fink,  Bailey  v S7S 

Fisher,  Staie  ex  rd.  Edward  Hvnes  Luinber  Co.v 67 

Fleischer,  Dewey  v 691 


Digitiz.ed  by  VjOOQIC 


viii  CASES  REPORTED  [129 

Fraser  v.  Mulany S77 

Town  drains:  Jurisdiction  of  supervisors:  Defective  proceedings: 
Notice  of  hearing:  Determination  as  to  damages:  Benefits  to 
highway:  Assessment  of  cost:  Arbitrary  or  fraudulent  action: 
Recording  of  orders,  etc :  Remedy  in  equity. 

Friea^  Noah  v ISO 

Geithy  Zahorka  v Ji38 

Genzy  Donner  v H5 

Germania  National  Bank  of  Milwaukee  v.  Mariner. . . .  6Jt4 

Bills  and  notes:  Ambiguity  as  to  signature:  Officer  of  corpora- 
tion: Statutes  construed:  Parol  evidence. 

Goffy  State  ex  rel.  Hinder  v 668 

Golden  V.  Meier i-4 

Written  contract:  Parol  evidence  of  condition  precedent  to  its  tak- 
ing effect 

Granger,  Cooper  v 60 

Gyynnastic  Association  v.  City  of  Milwaukee 4^5 

Statutes:  Construction:  Repeal:  Taxation:  Exemptions:  Turner 
societies:  "  Property  used  exclusively  for  educational  purposes:" 
Indivisible  building  partly  rented  for  other  purposes. 

Hammel  v.  Cairns US 

Chattel  mortgages:  Affidavit  required  after  sale:  Statutes:  Con- 
struction: Forfeiture:  Taking  "under  and  by  virtue  of  mort- 


Harley  v.  Lindemann. Blli, 

Public  schools:  Illegal  change  in  text  books:  Equity:  Injunction: 
Adequate  remedy  by  mandamui, 

Hearst^a  Chicago  America/ny  Wandt  v il9 

Sines  Zumbei*  Co.j  State  ex  rel.^  v.  Fis?ier,\ 57 

Hodge  v.  Wallace 5-4 

Bills  and  notes:  Maturity  caused  by  failure  to  pay  interest:  Subse- 
quent transfer:  Defenses:  Duress:  Fraud. 

Horicon  Drainage  District^  In  re ^ 

Drainage  districts:  Appointment  of  commissioners:  Appealable 
order:  When  order  is  made. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Wis,]  cases  REPOETED.  ix 

Ho^mer^  West  Co7%cord  Milling  Co.v 8 

Howard  v.  BeldenviUe  Lumber  Co 98 

( 1 )  Jurors:  Examination :  Interest  in  casualty  insurance  company* 
(2)  Evidence:  Rebuttal:  Discretion.  (3)  Instructions:  Fail- 
ure to  define  "burden  of  proof."  (4-7,9)  Special  verdict: 
When  taken:  Form  of  questions:  Negligence:  Proximate  cause. 
(11)  General  instructions.  ( 8-10, 13 )  Master  and  servant:  Per- 
sonal injuries:  Dangerous  place:  Negligence  of  co-employee: 
Court  and  jury.  (12,  14)  Damages:  Future  suffering:  Perma- 
nent injury. 

Eurley  v.  Walter 608 

Replevin:  Intervention:  Equitable  issues:  Right  to  Jury  trial: 
Waiver:  Bill  of  sale:  Cancellation:  Fraud:  Oral  trust:  Enforce- 
ment: Amendment  of  pleading:  Appeal:  Costs. 

J,  I,  Case  Threshing  Machine  Co.^  Sorensen  v S66 

Johnson  V.  State 146 

Criminal  law:  Homicide:  Murder  in  Second  degree:  Evidence: 
Res  gettas:  Statements  of  defendant:  Reputation  for  truth  and 
veracity:  Manslaughter:  " Involuntary  killing:"  ''Heat of  pas- 
sion.-" Instructions  to  jury. 

Kaufer  t?.  Stumpf 476 

Statute  of  frauds:  Pleading:  Oral  promise  to  pay  debt  of  another: 
Contracts  relating  to  land:  Judgment:  Costs:  Harmless  irregu- 
larity. 

Keystone  Lumber  Co,^  Sniveley  v 6^ 

mug  V.  Sherifs 468 

Contracts:  Painting  of  portrait  from  photographs  of  deceased  per- 
son: Breach  of  trust:  Unauthorized  painting  of  second  portrait: 
Property  right  therein:  Rights  of  privacy. 

Knightj  Ashland  County  v 6S 

Komp  V.  State SO 

Perjury:  False  affidavit:  Evidence:  Administration  of  oath:  Ex- 
amination of  witnesses  by  court:  Order  of  proof. 

Kremer  v.  Sponholz 649 

Judgment  by  default:  Vacating:  Claim  of  defendant  must  appear 
meritorious:  Proofa. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


X  CASES  REPORTED.  [120 

Lewis  V.  Priest S80 

Mortgagee:  Foreclosure  eale:  Ck>nfirinatioa:  Inadequacy  of  price: 
Fraad. 

Zind^mann,  Barley  v. » . . .  614 

Lueft  V.  Lueft 531^ 

Wills:  Constmction:  Trustees:  Power  to  sell  and  convey  land:  Au- 
thority to  mortgage:  Infants:  Authorizing  mortgage  of  future 
interests  in  land:  Application  of  proceeds. 

Madison^  City  of^  v.  Madison  Gas  <&  Electric  Co HB 

Injunction:  Abuse  of  corporate  franchises:  By  whom  action  may 
be  brought:  Public  service  corporations:  Gas  companies:  Ra4«8 
to  be  reasonable:  Fixing  rates:  Legislative  and  judicial  power. 

Madison  Gas  cfe  Electric  Co,^  City  of  Madison  v ,  £^9 

MadlcTj  Wegge  v 41^ 

Mariner^  Germania  National  Bank  of  Milwaukee  v . . ,  5-^-4 

Marling  v,  Maynard 680 

Mortgages:  Judgment  for  deficiency  when  foreclosure  denied. 

Ma^hews^  Axier  v IJ^S 

Maynard^  Marling  v 580 

McDonnell^  Emerson  v 67 

Meier^  Golden  v 1^ 

Merrell  v.  Purdy 331 

Married  women:  Promissory  notes:  Separate  property:  Estoppel. 

Milwaukee^  City  of  Gymnastic  Association  v JiZ9 

Milwaukee^  City  of  State  ex  rel,  Sepic  v 669 

Milwaukee  Electric  Ry,  dk  Light  Co,^  Bartfwlomaus  v. .  388 

Milwaukee  Electric  Ry,  <&  Light  Co.^  Movies  v 529 

Modern  Sted  S,  Co.  v,  English  Construction  Co 31 

(1)  Pleading:  Liberal  construction.  (2-8)  Building  contracts: 
Failure  to  complete  on  time:  Delay  of  subcontractor  in  furnish- 
ing materials:  Damages  recoverable  by  contractor:  Waiver:  Cer- 
tificate of  architect. 

Morice  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  <&  Light  Co....  629 

Street  railways:  Injury  to  person  crossing  tracks:  Contributory 
negligence. 

1 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Wis.]  cases  REPOETED.  xi 

Mttlafij/j  Fraser  v STt 

My  Laundry  Co.  v.  Schmeling 697 

(1-7,  9-13)  Contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  or  labor:  Protection  of 
business:  Restraining  breach:  Pleading:  Actoal  or  threatened 
injury:  Reasonableness  of  restraint:  Good  will:  Consideration: 
Damages  for  violation  during  litigation:  Equity:  Fraud:  Evi- 
dence. (8,  16)  Appeal:  Assignment  of  errors:  Sufficiency  of 
evidence:  Points  not  argued.  (10,  17,  22)  Harmless  errors. 
(14)  Pleading:  Counterclaim:  Waiver  of  reply.  (16,21-23)  Con- 
tempt: Costs  and  e^^penses,  when  recoverable:  Counsel  fees. 
(17-19)  Reference:  Vacating  order:  Resignation  of  referee: 
Hearing  several  matters  together:  Waiver  of  objection. 

Nash  V.  Fries : HO 

Constitutional  law:  Vesting  legislative  power  in  court:  Organisa- 
tion of  towns :  Statute  construed :  ' '  Discretion. ' ' 

I^orton  V.  State 669 

Forgery:  Check  payable  to  order  of  another  person:  Intent  to  de* 
fraud:  Evidence:  Appeal  and  error:  Record:  Matters  reviewable. 

Nunnemaoher  v.  State 190 

Inheritance  taxes:  Constitutional  law:  Inherent  rights  as  to  prop- 
erty: Taxation  not  limited  to  property:  Uniformity  in  rule  of 
taxation:  Equal  rights  and  equal  protection  of  the  laws:  Dis- 
crimination between  different  classes  of  relatives,  etc. :  Reason- 
able exemptions:  Progressive  rates:  Levy  of  taxes  by  legisla- 
ture: Fixing  value  of  inheritance:  Imposing  nonjudicial  duties 
on  court 

Omav.  WUkinson 119 

Appeal:  No  appearance  for  respondent:  Reversal  on  the  merits. 

Pabst  Brewing  Co.y  State  ex  rel.y  v.  Carpenter 180 

Paetz  V.  StaU 17 J^. 

Intoxicating  liquors:  Sale  without  license:  Punishment  on  second 
conviction:  Pleading:  Evidence:  Statute  construed:  "During 
any  year.*' 

Par807i8  V.  Balson Sll 

County  court:  Appeal:  Failure  to  prosecute:  Dismissal:  Discre- 
tion: Setting  aside  judgment  for  fraud:  Limit  of  time:  Probate 
of  will:  Constructive  fraud:  Guardian  ad  litem:  Pleading:  Lost 
or  destroyed  will:  Presumption  of  revocation:  Amendment  of 
petition  on  appeal. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


xu  CASES  KEPORTED.  [129 


PaUerson  v.  Cappon Ifid 

Tax  titles:  Second  tax  deed  to  same  grantee:  Effect  on  former 
deed:  Judgment:  As  to  what  matters  conclusive:  Appeal:  Find- 
ings of  fact:  Presumption  as  to  correctness. 

Payne  d.  Payne 1^50 

Contract  for  support:  Enforcing  contribution:  Necessary  parties: 
Plea  in  abatement:  Contract  construed:  Married  women:  Con- 
tract benefiting  separate  estate:  Evidence:  Competency:  Hus- 
band and  wife:  Agency  of  wife:  Special  verdict:  Form  of  ques- 
tions: Court  and  jury. 

Ponti  V.  Eckels £6 

Lien  of  subcontractor:  Foreclosure:  Personal  judgment  against 
owner:  Service  of  notice  of  claim:  Evidence:  Return  of  officer* 
Building  contract:  Extras. 

Pray^  State  ex  rel,^  v.  Yankee 66S 

Priesty  Lewis  v Z80 

Princeton  <&  St.  Marie  Mut,  F.  Ins.  Co.^  Bruger  v S81 

Purdy,  Mey^dlv 331 

Pacine^  City  ofy  Seifen  v 34^ 

Revillon^  Abrohama  v £36 

Binder^  State  ex  rel.^  v,  Ooff 668 

Robinson^  Boyle  v 667 

Boedler  v.  Chicago^  Milwaukee  cfe  St,  Paul  R.  Co i70 

(1, 5)  Appeal:  Special  verdict,  when  disturbed:  Exceptions,  when 
considered:  Briefs.  (2-4)  Railroads:  Injury  to  person  at  street 
crossing:  Failure  to  give  signals:  Positive  and  negative  testi- 
mony: Contributory  negligence:  Court  and  jury.  (6,  7)  In- 
structions to  jury:  "Ordinary  care:*'  ** Proximate  cause.*' 


Schaeffer^  State  v ^69 

Schick^  Speliopoulos  v 666 

Schmelingy  My  Laundry  Co,v 697 

Schneider  v.  Estate  of  Breier 44$ 

Married  women:  Liability  of  separate  estate  for  funeral  expenses: 
Statutes  construed. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Wis.]  cases  KEPORTED.  xiii 

Security  Trust  <&  Life  Ins.  Go,  v.  Ellsworth S^B 

Contracts:  Several  agreements  constmed  together:  Execution: 
Parties:  Modification:  Insarance  agents:  Advances  to  be  repaid 
from  commiflsions:  Mortgages:  Resignation  of  agent:  Discbarge 
from  obligation  as  to  advances. 

JSeifen  v.  City  of  Racine SIf3 

Judgment:  Res  judicata:  Amendment  of  pleading:  Immaterial 
error:  Officers:  Policemen:  Attempted  removal:  Validity  of  ap- 
pointoient:  Abandonment  of  office:  Right  to  salary. 

Sepic^  State  ex  rd.^  v.  City  of  Milwaukee  66^ 

Sheboygan  Liyht^  Power  <&  Railway  Co.y  Wilbert  v . .  • .  1 

-Sheriffs,  Klu^  v 468 

Shuman  v.  Steinel ^£2 

Husband  and  wife:  Necessaries:  Ck>ntract8  made  by  wife:  Ratifi- 
cation: Agency:  Pleading:  Variance:  Court  and  jury. 

Slaughter,  Clark  v 642 

Smith  V.  Becker S96 

Pledge  of  corporate  stock :  Sale  through  brokers:  'Evidence:  Ming- 
ling of  shares  of  pledgor  with  shares  owned  by  pledgee:  Assent 
of  pledgor:  Sale  from  common  mass:  Identification. 

Smith  V.  City  of  Burlington SS6 

Municipal  corporations:  Acquiring  steam  or  water  power  for  light- 
ing plants,  etc :  Vote  of  electors:  Construction  of  statutes:  Con- 
stitutional law:  Classification  of  cities:  Injunction:  Extent 

Snivdey  v.  Keystone  Lumber  Co 64 

Deeds:  Construction:  Payment  of  taxes. 

Sorensen  v.  J.  L  Case  Threshing  Machine  Go S66 

Master  and  servant:  Personal  injuries:  Defective  machinery:  Con- 
tributory negligence:  Instructions  to  jury:  Damages. 

Sowards,  Conlin  v SW 

Sparling,  State  ex  rd,  Berghv 164 

Spdiopoulos  V.  Schick 666 

Contracts:  Permission  to  maintain  structure  on  sidewalk:  Preven- 
tion by  third  parties:  Recovery:  Evidence:  Cross-examination: 
Conduct  of  attorneys:  Instructions  to  jury. 

Sponholz,  Kremer  v 649 

^Starke  Dredge  <&  Dock  Co,,  Compty  v, 62S 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


xiv  CASES  EEPORTED,  [129^ 

&ate^  Bvsse  v 171 

State,  Olaw^anv 660 

State,  Johnson  v H^ 

State,  K<mp  v £0- 

State,  Norton  v 669 

State,  Ntmnemaoher  v 190 

State,  FaetB  v 174, 

State  V.  Schaefer ^69^ 

Physicians  and  soi^geons:  Annulment  of  license  or  certificate  for 
fraud :  Retroactive  statute:  Validity:  Limitation  of  actions: 
Parties. 

St€Ue  ex  rel.  Bergh  v.  Sparling 16j^ 

Civil  service  act:  Unclassified  service:  Department  of  banking: 
Constitutionality  of  act. 

State  ex  rd.  Edward  Hinea  Lvmber  Co,  v.  Fisher 6T 

Taxation:  Board  of  review:  Increase  of  assessment:  Jurisdictional 
errors:  Judicial  review:  Evidence:  Logs  and  lumber. 

State  ex  rel,  Pahat  Brewing  Co,  v.  Carpenter 180 

Taxation:  Inheritances:  Determining  value:  Powers  of  county 
court:  Compelling  corporation  to  produce  books,  etc. 

State  ex  rd.  Pray  v,  Yankee 662^ 

Primary  elections:  Ballots:  Written  names. 

State  ex  rd.  Binder  v.  Oof 668 

Supreme  court:  Original  jurisdiction,  when  and  how  exercised: 
Primary  elections:  Right  to  have  name  on  official  ballot:  Man- 
damus: Prospective  official  duties:  Certificate  of  election  as  nom- 
inated candidate:  Rights  of  holder:  Canvassing  board. 

State  ex  rel.  Sepio  v.  City  of  Milwaukee 662 

Liquor  licenses:  Revocation:  Powers  of  Milwaukee  council. 

State  ex  rd,  T/iompaon  v,  Welles 6S9' 

Towns:  Employment  of  attorney  by  the  year. 

Stefanowaki  v.  Chain  Belt  Co J^J^ 

Master  and  servant:  Negligence:  Defective  machinery:  Injury  to 
servant  from  use  of  his  own  device:  Proximate  cause. 

Steind,  Shuman  v ^£9" 

Stumpf,  Kaufer  v , lt!7& 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


Wis.]  cases  REPOETED.  xv 

Tankj  Guardianship  of 6S9 

Goardianfihip  of  minors:  Fitness  of  mother:  Bequest  of  deceased 
bther  for  appointment  of  another. 

Thompson,  StcUe  ex  rd.y  v.  Welbes 639 

Tomkins  v.  Ca/inpbeU 9S 

Indians:  Sale  of  timber  from  allotted  lands:  Assignment  of  pro- 


Yahl^  Auer  v 6S6 

Wallace,  Hodge  v S^ 

Walter,  Hurley  v ! . .  608 

Wandt  V.  HearsCs  Chicago  American li,19 

libel:  Picture  of  plaintiff  in  newspaper  article  as  to  another  per- 
son. 

WasUmrn,  City  of,  Washburn  Water  Works  Co.v 73 

Municipal  corporations:  Waterworks:  Contract  to  pay  hydrant 
rentals:  Liability  of  city  as  successor  of  town. 

Wegge  v.  Madler 4-^^ 

Boundaries  of  land:  Streets:  Deed  construed:  "Corner**  of  lot: 
Costs  of  party  defending  separately. 

Welbes,  State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v 639 

West  Concord  Milling  Co.  v.  Hosmer 8 

Landlord  and  tenant:  Termination  of  lease  by  surrender. 

WHbert  V.  Sheboygan  Light,  Power  dk  Railway  Co 1 

Electricity:  Duty  of  persons  using:  Negligence:  Failure  of  light- 
ing company  to  repair  defects:  Escape  of  current  to  other  wires: 
Liability  for  injuries,  etc 

Wilkinson,  Oma  v 119 

Winn,  EarUy  v : 291 

Yankee,  Stale  ex  rd.  Pray  v 662 

Zahorka  v.  Geith ^98 

(1)  Appeal  to  supreme  court:  Notice,  how  directed  and  served. 
(2)  Appeal  from  county  court:  Undertaking.  (3-5)  Divorce: 
Jurisdiction:  Proof  of  service  by  publication:  Order  for  publi- 
cation within  reasonable  time  after  affidavit:  Neglect  to  enter 
judgment  after  order  therefor:  Subsequent  judgment  nunc  pro 
ftmc 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


TABLE 


OF 


CASES  CITED  BY  THE  COURT. 


Abbot  V.  Hermoii  7  Me.  118  -  476 
Adams  v.  Beloit  105  W.  Sm  -  341 
V.  0.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  89 

W.  645-  -  -  -  -  273 
Alft  V.  Clintonville  120  W.  334  274 
Alger  V.  Thacher  19  Pick.  61  - 
Allamon  v.  Albany  43  Barb.  33 
Allen  V.  Aldrich  29  N.  H.  63  - 

V.  Clausen  114  W.  244     - 

V.  Richard  83  Mo.  65      - 

V.  Voje  114  W.  1     - 

V.  Withrow  110  U.  S.  119 

Amey  v.  Long  1  Camp.  14 
Amherst  College  v.  Ritch  151 

N.  Y.  282     - 
Anchor  E.  Co.  v.  Hawkes  171 

Mass.  101      - 
Anderson  v.  Anderson  122  W. 

480  ----- 
V.  Mich.  Cent  R.  Co.  107 

Mich.  591  -  -  -  - 
Andrews  v.  Youmans  78  W.  56 
Appleton  W.  W.  Co.  v.  Apple- 
ton  116  W.  363  -  -  - 
Arnold  v.  Cost  3  Gill  &  J.  219 
Artis  V.  B.,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.  3 

App.  Div.  1  - 
Atchison,  etc,  R.  Co.  v.  D.  &  N. 

O.  R.  Co.  110  U.  a  667 
Atkinson  v.  Doherty  &  Co.  121 

Mich.  372  -  -  -  - 
V.  Goodrich  T.  Co.  60  W. 

141  -  -  -  -  - 
Att'y  Gen.  v.  Blossom  1  W.  317 
V.  Eau  Claire  37  W.  400 


608 
362 
425 
80 
481 
506 
593 
187 


-  189 

n 

-  606 

92 

115 
416 

339 
661 

114 


-  267 
470 


8 
675 
124, 
676 


V.  Jamaica  Pond  A.  Corp. 

133  Mass.  361 

V.  Railroad  Cos.  35  W.  425 

262,  264,  265,  675 
Att*y  Gen.  ex  rel.  Askew  v. 

Smith  109  W.  532 
Auborn  v.  Y.  M.  C.  A.  86  Me. 

244        -----    437 
Auer  V.  Penn  92  Pa.  St.  444    -      13 


261 
261, 


139 


B V.  I 22  W.  372        -  296 

Bading  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  & 

L.  Co.  105  W.  480        -        -  273 

Baier  v.  Hosmer  107  W.  380  -  387 

Bailey  v.  Costello  94  W.  87  -  63 
Baker  v.  Estate  of  McLeod  79 

W.534 327 

V.  State  47  W.  Ill   -  ,    -  172 

Baldwin  v.  St.  L.,  K.  <fe  N.  R. 

Co.  68  Iowa  37  -  -  -  114 
Ball  V.  Harris  4  Myl.  &  C. 

264 540 

Bancroft  v.  Union  E.  Co.  72 

N.  H.  402     -        -        -        -  606 

Barker  v.  Barker  14  W.  131    -  71 

Bamum  v.  State  15  Ohio  717  -  661 
Barr  v.  Craven  89  L.  T.  Rep. 

674  -  -  -  -  606,607 
Bartholomae  &  Co.  v.  Paull  18 

W.  Va.  771  -        -       -        -  475 

Bartlett  v.  Collins  109  W.  477  116 

Barton  v.  Brulev  119  W.  326  -  299 

Bates  V.  Lane  62  Mich.  132    -  527 

V.  State  124  W.  612  -       -  654 

Beem  v.  Kimberiy  72  W.  343  -  318 
Bekkedal  v.  Johnson  127  W. 

624 127 

Belch  V.  Miller  32  Mo.  App.  387  360 

Belkin  V.Rhodes  76 Mo. 643   -  507 

Benolkin  v.  Guthrie  1 1 1 W.  554  1 42 
Bentv.  Alexander  15  Mo.  App. 

181 360 

Benton  v.  Martin  52  N.  Y.  570  19 

Bergeron  v.  Peyton  106  W.-377  373 
Berlin  M.  Works  v.  Perry  71 

W.  495  -----  606 
Bernhardt   v.   Walls  29   Mo. 

App.  206  -  -  -  .  481 
Best  V.  Baumgardner  122  Pa. 

St.  17 432 

Bienville  W.  S.  Co.  v.  Mobile 

112  Ala.  200  -        ...  263 

Billings  V.  Wing  7  Vt.  439  -  310 
Bingham  V.  Milwaukee  Co.  127 

W.  344 341 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Wis.] 


CASES  CITED. 


xvu 


Binna  v.  R.  &  D.  R.  Co.  88  Va. 

891 115 

Blackv.  State  113  W.  205    195,204, 

205,221,226,230,234 

Blakeslee  v.  Roesman  43  W. 

116 358 

Blewitt  V.  Boorum  142  N.  Y. 

357 19 

Block  V.  Milwaukee  St  R.  Co. 

89  ^y.  371     -        -       -        -  117 

Bloomer  V.  Waldron  3  Hill  361  540 
Bloomfield  v.  Glen  Ridge  54 

N.  J.  Eq.  276  -  -  81,  83 
Bod  well  V,  Swan  3  Pick.  376  302, 303 
Boelter  v.  Ross  L.  Co.  103  W. 

324 117 

Bohn  V.  Racine  119  W.  341    -  649 

Bond  V.  Lockwood  33  111.  212  318 
Bonner  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  13 

W.  677 289 

Booth  V.  Cleveland  R.  M.  Co. 

6  Hun  591     -        -        -        -  362 

Born  V.  Rosenow  84  W.  620  -  308 

Boss  V.  Hewitt  15  W.  260  -  89 
Boston  &  M.  R.  v.  Bartlett  3 

Cush.  224  ...  244 
Bowman  v.  Van  Kuren  29  W. 

209 614 

Box's  Will,  In  re,  127  W.  264  5aS 

Bradley  v.  Cramer  59  W.  309  -  421 

V.  Denton  3  W.  557        -  527 

Breed  v.  Breed  125  W.  100  -  376 
Bridgman  v.  Hopkins  34  Vt. 

532 296 

Bristol  V.  New  Chester  3  N.  H. 

524 81 

Brittingham  &  H.  L.  Co.  v. 

Manson  108  W.  221      -       -  244 

Brook  V.  Chappell  34  W.  405  319 

Brooker  v.  Coffin  5  Johns.  188  309 
Brooks  V.  Comm.  61  Pa.  St 

352  -  -  -  -  158,160 
Broughton  v.  Pensacola  93  U. 

S.266  ....  81,82 
Brown  v.  Baraboo  98  W.  273  -  417 
V.  C,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co. 

54  W.  342     .        -       -        -  8 

Brunette  v.  Gagen  106  W.  618  116 
Bryant  v.  Bobbins  70  W.  258  48, 138 

V. 74  W.  608    -       48,  138 

Buck  V.  Pond  126  W.  382        -  145 

Buckley  v.  O'Niel  113  Mass.  193  310 

Burke  v.  Dulaney  153  XJ.  S.  228  19 
Burroughs  v.  Milwaukee  110 

W.  478 173 

V.  Tostevan  75  N.  Y.  567  587 

Bushnell  v.  Bushnell  77  W. 

435 454 

Bu8Bev.Rogerel20W.443  626,627 


Butler  V.  State  102  W.  364      -  615 

Byington  v.  Merrill  112  W.  211  116 

Cady  V.  Shepard  12  W.  639    -  548 

Campbell  v.  Babbitts  53  W.  276  248 

V.  Campbell  54  W.  90     -  310 

Candrian  v.  Miller  98  W.  164  372 
Can  field  v.  Watertown  F.  Ins. 

Co.  55  W.  419  -  -  -  455 
Capitol    City   G.  Co.  v.   Des 

Moines  72  Fed.  829  -  -  265 
Carberry  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  86 

W.  323 316 

Carty  v.  Connolly  91  Cal.  15  -  317 
Cary  v.  Preferrea  Ace.  Ins.  Co. 

127  W.  67     -        -        -        -  8 

V.  Wheeler  14  W.  281    587,590 

Cavanaugh  v.  Scott  84  W.  93  -  316 
Cawley  v.  La  Crosse  C.  R.  Co. 

101  W.  145  -  -  -  -  645 
Charmley  v.  Charmley  125  W. 

297 503 

Chase  v.  Hinkley  126  W.  75  -  574 
Chicago  G.  &  C.  Co.  v.  People's 

G.  &  C.  Co.  121  111.  530  -  264 
Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co.  v. 

Minnesoto  134  U.  S.  418  265,268 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Stete 

128  W.  553  -  -  -  -  220 
Chicago   R.   E.   Co.    v.   Mer- 

chants'  Bank  136  U.  S.  268  -  92 
Chicago  W.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Street 

54  111.  App.  569  -  -  -  360 
Chybowski  v.  Bucyrus  Co.  127 

W.332-  -  -  -  109,110 
Cincinnati  College  v.  Stote  19 

Ohio  110  -  -  -  -  436 
Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v. 

Bowling  Green  57  0.  St  336  267 
Citizens'  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Witte 

116  W.  60  ....  457 
City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kusworm  91 

W.  166 92 

C.  &  J.  Michel  B.  Co.  v.  Es- 
tate of  Wightman  97  W.  657  503 
Clark  V.  Mosher  107  N.  Y.  118  511 

V.  State  142  N.  Y.  101     -  265 

Clay  V.  Wood  153  N.  Y.  134  -  331 
Clifford  V.  M.,  St  P.  AS.  8.  M. 

R.  Co.  105  W.  618        -        -  53a 

Clyce  V.  Anderson  49  Mo.  87  •  318 
Coast  Co.  V.  Spring  Lake  58  N. 

J.  Eq.  586     -        -        .        -  26a 

Coe  V.  Meriden  45  Conn.  155   •  432 

V.  Rockman  126  W.  515  -  247 

Cohn  V.  Neeves  40  W.  393      -  128 

Cole  V.  McKey  66  W.  500       -  639 

V.  Perry  8  Cow.  214         -  297 

Coleman.  Will  of,  11 1  N.  Y.  220  579* 


Digitized  by 


Google 


xvm 


OASES  CITED. 


[129 


117 


Collins  V.  Janeaville  99  W.  464 
CoUister  v.  Faesitt  163  N.  Y. 

281        -        -        -        -        - 
Combs  V.  Scott  76  W.  662 
Commercial  H.  Co.  v.  Brill  128 

W.  638 

Comm.  V.  Coe  115  Mass.  481  - 

V.  Costello  120  Mass.  368 

V.  Harkins  128  Mass.  79  - 

V.  Harrington  130  Mass. 

36  w       .       .       .       . 

V.  Henry  22  Pa.  St  266  - 

V.  Kimball  108  Mass.  473 

V.  McDuffy  126  Mass.  467 

V.  P,  &  C.  R.  Co.  24  Pa. 

St.  159 261 

V.  Thompson  2  Clark  (Pa. 

L.  J.  Rep.)33(*250)  -        -    656 

V.  Wfiu^en  11  Met  406   - 

- —  V.  Woodrun  4  Clark  (Pa. 

L.  J.  Rep.)  207(*362) 
Conley  v.  Am.  Exp.  Co,  87 

Me.  352        -       .       ,       . 
Conn.    Mut.    L.    Ins.   Co.   v. 

Cross  18  W.  109   - 
Conrad  v.  Abbott  132  Mass.  330 
Constantinides  v.  Walsh  146 

Mass.  281  -  -  -  447-449 
Cook  V.  McComb  91  W.  446  60, 142 
€ook,  Estate  of,  77  CaL  220  606,  607 
Cooley  V.  Rose  3  Mass.  221  -  91 
Coolidge  V.  Hallauer  126  W. 

244 490 

Cope,  Estate  of,  191  Pa.  St  1  -    233 
€orlis8  V.  E.  W.  Walker  Co. 

67  Fed.  434  -  -  -  -  472 
Cornell  v.  State  104  W.  527  -  615 
Cotting  V.  K.  C.  S.  Y.  Co.  183 

U.  S.  79  -  -  .  -  265 
Cottington  v.  Swan  128  W.  321  606, 

609 


331 
146 

18 
654 
661 
666 

177 

666 

23 

666 


23 

656 

490 

687 
425 


County  Comm'rs  v.  Sisters  of 

Charity  48  Md.  34 
Cowan  V.  Fairbrother  118  N. 

C.  406   -        -        -        -    606,  609 
€ox  V.  Freedley  33  Pa.  St  124    417 
Crowley  v.  Hicks  98  W.  566  - 
Oowther  v.  Appleby  L.  R.  9 

C.  P.  Cas.  23  -  -  - 
€allen  v.  Hanisch  114  W.  24  - 
Cupps  V.  State  120  W.  604  - 
Curtis  Y.  Board  of  Ed.  43  Kan. 

138 


-  437 


818 


188 
116 
164 


83 


Dabold  V.  Chronicle  Pub.  Co. 

107  W.  867  -  -  -  -  307 
Danforth V.Coleman 23 W.  528  689 
Darling  v.    Westmoreland  62 

N.  H.  401     -       -       -       -    124 


Davis  V.  Dean  66  W.  100     677,  678 

V.  People  114  lU.  86     158,  159 

Day  V.  Burnham  36  Vt  37  -  426 
Dean  v.  C.  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.  48 

W.305 662 

Deaves,  Estate  of,  140  Pa.  St 

242        -----  819 

Decker  v.  MeSorley  111  W.  91  629 

Delaney  v.  Kaetel  81  W.  853  -  802 

Dennison  v.  Austin  15  W.  834  646 

Dermott  v.  State  99  N.  Y.  101  362, 

864 
De  Sando  v.  N.  Y.  Herald  Co. 

88  App.  Div.  492  -  -  -  422 
Diamond  M.  Co.  v.  Roeber  106 

N.  Y.  473  -  -  -  -  606 
Diana  S.  Club  v.  Lamoreuz  114 

W.  44 140 

Dillard  v.  Collins  26  Grat  343  297 

Dodge  V.  McDonald  14  W.  653  645 
Doe  d.  Haden  v.  Burton  9  C.  A 

P.  254  -----  188 
Dove  V.  Ind.  School  Dist  41 

Iowa  688       -       -        -        -  521 

Dowv.BeideUnanl26U.S.680  265 
Dowling  V.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co. 

92  W.  63  -  -  -  123,  124 
Dufur  V.  Home  Inv.  Co.  122 

W.470-  -  -  -  53,616 
Dummer  v.  Milwaukee  R  R.  <& 

L.  Co.  108  W.  689        -       -  533 

Duncan  V.Duncan  111  W.  76  -  680 

V.  Missouri  162  IT.  S.  377  466 

Dunkley  v.  VanBuren3  Johns. 

Ch.  830         -        -        -        -  687 

Dueick  v.  Green  118  W.  240    -  29 

Dyer  V.  Gibson  16  W.  557       -  482 

East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v. 

Reynolds  93  Ga.  570  -  -  490 
Eaton  V.  Manitowoc  Co.  44  W. 

489 641 

Eau  Claire  Nat  Bank  v.  Mac- 

auley  101  W.  304  -       -       -  127 

Ellis  V.  Barron  Co.  Ill  W.  576  603 

Ellsworth  V.  Hayes  71  W.  427  810 

Ely  V.  DaOy  40  W.  52     -        -  248 

Emereon  v.  Hus8l27  W.  216  -  619 
Emerson-Talcott  Co.  v.  Knapp 

90W.  34       -        -        -       -376 

Emery  v.  State  101  W.  627     -  162 

EndresB  v.  Shove  110  W.  138  -  690 
Ernst  v.  N.  O.  W.  W.  Ca  39 

La.  Ann.  650  -  -  -  268 
Esau  V.  Greene  &  B.  Co.  94 

W.  8 661 

Evans  v.  State  150  Ind.  651    -  177 

Eviston  V.  Cramer  64  W.  220  301, 

802 


Digitized  by 


Google 


19^18.] 


CASES  CITED. 


zix 


Excelsior  W.  Co.  v.  Messinger 

116  W.  549  -        -        -        -  244 

Exprees  Cases  117  U.  S.  1  -  266 
JEy  re  v.  Jacob  14  Grat  422     IdS,  202 

Faber  v.  a  BeisB  C.  06.  124 

W.654 110 

Faeei  v.  Goetz  16  W.  231  &87,  690 
Failing  v.  Clemmer  49  Iowa 

104 91 

Falls  Mfg.  Cd.  v.  Oconto  R.  L 

Co.  87  W.  134       -       -       -  139 

Fanning  v.  Murphy  117  W.  408  589 

Faolk  y.  Dashiell  62  Tex.  642  641 

Faurot  v.  Gates  86  W.  669      -  454 

Fei^guson  v.  Lowery  64  Ala.  610  318 

Ferris  v.  Ferris  28  Barb.  29    -  92 

Field  V.  Hbbetta  67  Me.  868  -  91 

Finley  v.  Widner  112  Mich.  230  297 
Fintel  v.  Cook  88  W.  486  246,  248 
FireDept  v.  Helfenstein  16  W. 

136 205 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Buetow  123 

W.  286 674 

V.  Forsyth  67  Minn.  267  90 

V.  Peck  8  Kan.  660  -        -  92 

First  XJ.  Soc  v.  Hartford  66 

Conn.  3t)8  -  -  -  -  487 
Fishbum  v.  B.  A  N.  W.  R. 

Co.  127  Iowa  483  -       -       -  490 

Fisher,  In  re,  15  W.  611  -       -  318 

Fitterer  v.  Crawford  157  Mo.  61  436 
Fitzgerald  v.  Edison  E.  I.  Co. 

200  Pa.  St  540     -       -       .  7 

Fleming  v.  Ellison  124  W.  36  316 

Fletcher  V.  Grover  11 N.  H.  368  464 

Flynn  V.  State  97  W.  44  -  -  151 
Fond  dn  Lac  v.  Estate  of  Otto 

118  W.  39  -  -  -  -  66 
Ford  V.  C.  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.  14 

W.609 416 

▼.  Ward  26  Ark.  363       -  475 

Forker  v.  Brown  30  N.  Y.  Sopp. 

827        -----  317 

Forrest  v,  Forrest  3  Boew.  650  616 

Fossdahl  v.  State  89  W.  482  -  177 
Fowler  ▼.  Fowler  118  Mich. 

675 301 

V.  Superior  86  W.  411     -  620 

Frank  ▼.  &vi8  185  N.  Y.  276  -  687 
Franklin  v.  W.  &  St  P.  R.  Co. 

Simon.  409  -  -  -  113 
Freeman  v.  Carpenter  17  W. 

126 466 

Friedman  v.  Snare  &  T.  Co.  71 

N.J.  Law  606  •  -  -  627 
Friedrich  v.  Milwaukee  114  W. 

304        -----  S86 

Poller  ▼.  Abbe  114  W.  127     -  689 


Gallun  V.  Weil  116  W.  236     -  604 

Galusha  v.  Sherman  105  W.  263  92 

Gardner,  In  re,  140  N.  Y.  122  -  330 
Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Zaneeville  47 

Ohio  St  36  -        -        -        -  262 

Gavitt  V.  Moulton  119  W.  36  -  319 

Geary  v.  Bennett  53  W.  444  -  310 

Gee  V.  Prichard  2  Swanst  402  472 
Genet  v.  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.  136 

N.  Y.  693  -  -  -  -  364 
German  Am.  Bank  v.  Powell 

121 W.  675  -  -  -  -  506 
Gibbs  V.  Con.  Gas  Co.  130  U.  S. 

396 263 

Gibson  y.  Mississippi  162  U.  S. 

665 466 

Gilkey  V.  Merrill  67  W.  469  -  623 
Gill  V.  Rice  13  W.  549    -     247,  347 

Oilman  v.  Noyee  67  N.  H.  627  8 

Girard  v.  Phila.  7  Wall.  1  -  82 
Glascott  V.  Bragg  111  W.  606  319, 320 
Goldman  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R. 

&  L.  Co.  123  W.  168  -  -  633 
Goodland  v.  Le  Clair  78  W. 

176 475 

Gove  V.  White  20  W.  425  -  417 
Grabowski  V.  State  126  W.  447  662 
Green  Bay  &  M.  C.  Co.  v.  Out- 
agamie Co.  76  W.  587  -  -  433 
Greene  v.  Greene  19  R.  I.  619  540 
Greenleaf  v.  Kellogg  2  Mass. 

668 91 

Grimman  y.  Legge  8  B.  &  C. 

324 13 

Groundwater  V.  Washington  92 

W.  66 117 

Guerandv.Dandelet32Md.561  606, 

606 

Guhl  V.  Whitcomb  109  W.  69  533 
Guinard  v.  Knapp-Stout  &  Ca 

Co.  96  W.  482       -        -        -  372 

Gutzman  v.  Clancy  114  W.  689  116 

Hacker  v.  Heiney  111  W.  813  908 
Haile  v.  State  1  Swan  248       -  162 
Hamilton  G.  &  C.  Co.  y.  Ham- 
ilton 146  U.  S.  258       -       -  265 
Hanlon  y.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  <& 

L.  Co.  118  W.  210        -       .  279 

Hannig  v.  Mueller  82  W.  235  -  358 

Harding  v.  State  54  Ind.  359  -  661 
Hardy  v.  Milwaukee  St  R. 

Co.  89  W.  183  -  -  -  117 
Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist  121  W. 

127 680 

Hart  y.  Stickney  41  W.  630    -  90 

v.  Windsor  12  M.  A  W.  68  639 

Hartford  y.  Hartford  T.  Sem. 

66  Conn.  476        -       -       -  432 


Digitized  by 


Google 


XX 


CASES  CITED. 


[12&- 


Hartford  F.  Ins.  CJo.  v.  Wilson 

187  U.  a  467        -        -       -  19 

Haskins  v.  Lumsden  10  W.  359  302, 

304 
V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 

Co.  79  Hun  169    -       -        -  115 

Hassa  v.  Junger  15  W.  598  -  248 
Haves  v.  Douglas  Co.  92  W. 

429 385 

Heff,  In  re,  197  IJ.  S.  488  -  96 
Hemmingway  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 

P.  R.  Co.  72  W.  42       -        -  626 

Hempton  v.  State  111  W.  127  147, 

160,  161 
Hennesey  v.  C.  &N.  W.  R.  Co. 

99  W.  109  -  -  -  -  113 
Henuessy  v.  Douglas  Co.  99  W. 

129 385 

Henry  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co. 

35  Fed.  15    -       -       -       -  188 

Herbst  v.  Lowe  65  W.  316      -  358 

Hees  V.  State  5  Ohio  5  -  -  661 
Hibernian  Ben.  Soc  v.  Kelly 

28  0reg.  173-  -  -  -  436 
Higginson  v.  Turner  171  Mass. 

586 82 

Hill  V.  Am.  S.  Co.  112  W.  627  580 

V.  Palmer  56  W.  123     527,  528 

Hines  v.  State  26  Ga.  614  -  177 
Hitchcock  V.  Anthony  83  Fed. 

779        -        -        -        -     606,  608 

V.  U.  S.  22  App.  D.  C.  275  98 

Hlasatel  v.  Hoffman  204  111. 

532 302 

Hoagland  v.  Segur  38  N.   J. 

Law  230        -        -        -        -  606 

Hoffman  v.  Maffioli  104  W.  630  244 

Hoile  V.  Bailey  58  W.  434  -  482 
Holdridge  v.  Mendenhall  108 

W.  1  -  -  -  -  490  629 
Holland  v.  Weed  87  Mich.  584  *  620 

HoUand,  In  re,  107  W.  178  -  676 
Hollister  v.  Bell  107  W.  198  334,  376 

Holt  v.  Pie  120  Pa.  St.  425      -  18$ 

Holz  v.  Rediske  116  W.  353    -  381 

Hood  V.  Hallenbeck  7  Hun  362  549 
Hoppe  V.  C,  M.  &  St  P.  R. 

Co.  61  W.  357  -  .  -  629 
Horicon  Drainage  Dist,  In  re, 

129  W.  42     -        -        -     136, 141 

HoweU  V.  Morlan  78  111.  162  -  506 
Hoye  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  67 

W.  1 278 

Hudson  R  T.  Co.  v.  Watervliet 

T.  &  R.  Co.  135  N.  Y.  393  -  263 

Hughes  V.  Libbv42  W.  639  -  120 
Hulehan  v.  G.  6.,  W.  &  St.  P. 

R.  Co.  68  W.  520  -        -     114,115 

Hundhausen  v.  Bond  36  W.  29  625 


Hunn  V.  Mich.  Cent  R.  Co. 

78  Mich.  513        .        -        -  113 

Hunter  v.  Randall  62  Me.  423  481 
Hupfer  V.  Nat  D.  Co.  119  W. 

417 152 

Hutchins  v.  Bautch  123  W. 

394 574 

Hyer  v.  Janesville  101  W.  371  118, 

646> 
Imhoff  V.  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.  22 

W.681 646 

Indiana  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hayes  155 

Pa.  St  160   -        -       -       -  475 
Indianapolis  v.  Grand  Lodge 

25  Ind.  518  -        -        -        -  436 
Indianapolis  C.  St  R.  Co.  v. 

C.  St  R.  Co.  127  Ind.  369    •  263 

Inman  v.  Foster  8  Wend.  602  302, 

304 
Interstate  C.  C.  v.  C,  N.  0.  <& 

T.  P.  R.  Co.  167  U.  8.  479     -  268 

Isham  V.  Schafer  60  Barb.  317  188 

Jackson   v.  Everett  3  Tenn. 

Ca8.811 540' 

Jacobsmeyer  v.  Jacobemeyer 

88  Mo.  App.  102  -        -        -  454 
Jamestown  v.  C,  B.  <&  N.  R. 

Co.  69  W.  648        -        -        .  26a. 
Jensen    v.    The    Joseph    B. 

Thomas  81  Fed.  578     -        -  8 

Jesup  V.  aty  Bank  14  W.  331  587, 

590 
Joannes  v.  Millerd  90  W.  68  -  274 
John  V.  State  23  W.  504  -  -  660- 
John  O'Brien  L.  Co.  v.  Wilkin- 
son 117  W.  468  -  -  -  360 
Johns  v.  N.  W.  Mut  R  Asso. 

94  W.  431     -        •        -        -  142 
Johnson  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 

49  W.  529     -        -        -     626, 629 

v.  Goult  106  W.  247        -  248 

V.  Huber  117  W.  58        -  128 

V.  Milwaukee  88  W.  383  124, 341 

V.  People  55  N.  Y.  512    -  177 

Johnson  S.  St  R.  Co.  v.  North 

B.  S.  Co.  48  Fed.  191  -        -  187 
Jones  v.  Florence  M.  Co.  66 

W.  268 113. 

Judd  V.  Fox  Lake  28  W.  583  619, 523 

Kasson  v.  Estate  of  Brocker  47 

W.  79 603; 

V.  Tousey  96  W.  511        -  589 

Katzer  v.  Milwaukee  104  W.  16  434 
Kavanaugh  v.  Wausau  120  W. 

611 152 

Keenan  v.  State  8  W.  132    165-157 

Kelley  v.  Whitney  45  W.  110  8ft 


Digitized  by 


Qoo^<ci 


Wis.] 


CASES  OITED. 


XXI 


Kelley,  M.  &  Co.  y.  La  Crosse 

C.  Co.  120  W.  84  -  -  -  627 
Kellogg  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  K.  Co. 

26  W.  223     -       -       -       -  8 

V.  Oshkoeh  14  W.  623     -  432 

Kennedy  y.  Gregory  1  Bin.  85  301 

Kent  y.  Morrison  153  Mass.  137  541 

Kerns  y.  McKean  65  Cal.  411  -  188 
Kersten  y.  Milwaukee  106  W. 

2O0        -       -        -        -385,387 

Killman  y.  Gregory  91  W.  478  614 

Kimball  v.Femandez41W.  329  296 

King  y.Ldghton  100  N.Y.  386  364 

y.  RitSiie  18  W.  554       -  548 

Kingsley  y.  Merrill  122  W.  185  230 
Kingston  y,  Kingston  124  W. 

263        -        -        -45,48,137,141 

KU^el  y.  Aitken  94  W.  432  -  117 

Kloths  y.  Hess  126  W.  587  -  306 
Kneeland  y.  Milwaakee  15  W. 

454        -        -        -      216,217,219 

y.  Schmidt  78  W.  345      -  13 

Knight  y.  Ashland  61  W.  233  81 

Knowery.  Emerson  9  Pick.  422  360 
Knowlton  y.  Moore  178  U.  8. 

41  -        -        -        -        -        -  222 

y.  Rock  Co.  9  W.  410      -  215 

Knox  y.  Knox  59  W.  172       -  328 

Koch  y.  Ashland  88  W.  603  -  HI 
Kochersperger   y.  Brake  167 

III.  122 222 

Koepke  y.  Milwaukee  112  W. 

475  -  -  -  -  173,299 
Koerts  y.  Grand  Lodge  119  W. 

520 290 

Koester  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R  Co. 

106W.  460  -        -       .       -  532 

Konkel  y.  Pella  122  W.  143  -  173 
Kriz  V.  Peege  119  W.  105     334,  457 

Kropp  y.  I&opp  97  W.  137     -  316 

Knener  y.  Smith  108  W.  549  -  589 
Kuhn  y.  Sol.  Heavenrich  Co. 

115  W.  447  -  -  -  -  639 
Kyee  y.  St.  Croix  Co.  108  W. 

136 520 

Land,  L.  &  L.  Co.  y.  Brown  73 
W.294-        -        -        -      80,341 

Land  A  8.  Co.  y.  South  Mil- 
waukee 127  W.  284      -        -  142 

Lane  v.  Atlantic  Works  111 

Mass.  136      -       -       -       -  8 

Lange  v.  Werk  2  Ohio  St  619  608 

Laramie  Co.  y.  Albany  Co.  92 

U.S.  307      -       .       .       -  81 

Lardnery.  Williams  98  W.  514  540, 

541 

Lawless  y  State  114  W.  189   -  661 

LawBony.  Schnellen33W.288  520 


Lear  y.  McMiUen  17  Ohio  St 
464        -       -       •       -        -    649 

Leavens,  Estate  of,  65  W.  440  318 
Ledebuhr  y.  Wia  T.  Co.  112 

W.657 290 

Lee's  Ex'x  y.  Dolan's  Adm'x 

39  N.  J.  Eq.  193  -  -  -  527 
Lefler  y.  Field  52  N.  Y.  621  -  318 
Leyyeau  v.  Clements  175  Mass. 

376  -  -  -  472,473,475 
Lewis  y.  Humphries  64  Mo. 

App.  466  -  -  -  -  301 
Liebscher  y.  Kraus  74  W.  387  546 
Linde  y.  Gudden  109  W.  326  -  23 
Lindemann  y.  Rusk  125  W.  210  347 
Lins  y.  Seefeld  126  W.  610  -  417 
Loebenthal  y.  Raleigh  36  N.  J. 

Eq.  169  -  -  -  .  641 
Loizeaux  y.  Fremder  123  W. 

193  -  -  -  -  334,376 
Louisville  v.  Board  of  Trade  90 

Ky.  (2ded.)409  -  -  -  437 
Louisville  Gas  Co.  y.  Citizens' 

Gas  Co.  115  U.  S.  683  -        -    264 

y.  Dulaney  100  Ky.  405  -    262 

Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  y.  Wil- 
liams 103  Ky.  375  -  -  432 
Low  V.  Tibbetts  72  Me.  92  -  417 
Lowery  y.  Manhattan  R.  Co. 

99  N.Y.  158-  ...  8 
Lueck  V.  Heisler  87  W.  644  -  111 
Lumbard  v.  Steams  4  Cush.  60  265 
Luther  v.  C.  J.  Luther  Co.  118 

W.  112 308 

Ly brand  v.  Fuller  30  Tex.  Civ. 

App.  116       -       -        -       -      92 

y.  Haney  31  W.  230       -    444 

Lynch  v.  E.,  La  F.  A  M.  R. 

Co.  57  W.  430  -  -  -  620 
Lyon  y.  Grand  Rapids  121  W. 

609 116 

Mack  y.  Prang  104  W.  1  -  -  92 
Magoun  v.  111.  T.  &  S.  Bank 

170  XJ.  S.  283  -  198,  222,  233 
Maher  y.  People  10  Mich.  212  159, 

162 
Mahoney  v.  Belford  132  Mass. 

393 298 

Manitowoc  S.  B.  Co.  y.  Mani- 
towoc G.  Co.  120  W.  1  -  -  475 
Manning  y.   School  Dist  124 

W.  84 37 

Marling  v.  Nommensen  127  W. 

363 497 

Marshall  v.  G.  B.  &  W.  R.  Co. 

125W.  96  -  -  -  -  583 
Martin  Brown  Co.  y.  Perrill  77 

Tex.  199       -        -        -        -    188 


Digitized  by 


Google 


oxu 


CASES  CITED. 


[129 


Mason  t.  Pierron  dS  W.  2de  -  454 
Mftteon  V.  Buck  5  Cow.  499-302 
Matthews  v.Barabood9W.  674  644 
Maach  v.  Hartford  112  W.  40  116 
Mazon  v.  Gates  112  W.  196     13, 54 

V. 118  W.  238  -       -    141 

Maynard  v.  Greenfield  103  W. 

670       ....      50,142 
Mayor  v.  City  Bank  58  Ga. 

684  -       -        -       -      92 

McCann  v.  Welch  106  W.  142  816 
McCauley  v.  Norcross  155  Mass. 

584 8 

MbCIellan  y.  Filson  44  Ohio  St     ' 

184        .        -        -        -     447-449 
MoCord  ▼.  Edward  Hines  L. 

Co.  124  W.  509     .       -       -482 
MoCreary    v.  Bomberger  161 

Pa.  8t3^   -        -        -        -    540 
McCue  V.  Garvey  14  Hun  562  447, 

449 
McDuffie  V.  State  90  Ga.  786  -  160 
McFarland  v.  Sikee  54  Conn. 

250 19 

McFarlane  v.  Sullivan  99  W. 

361 490 

McKee  v.  Hull  69  W.  657  381,  384 
McMaster  v.  Scriven  85  W.  162  579 
McVichie  v.  Knight  82  W.  137 
Meffert  v.  Packer  195  U.  S.  625 
V.  State  Board  66  Kan.  710 


382 
466 
466, 
467 
626 
426 


Meibus  ¥.  Dodge  38  W.  300  - 
Meiners  v.  Munson  53  Ind.  138 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chi- 
cago R.  E.  Co.  25  Fed.  809  - 
Mercier  v.  Copelan  73  Ga.  636 
Memaugh  v.  Orlando  41  Fla. 

433 

Merrick  v.  N.  W.  Nat  L.  Ins. 

Co.  124  W.  221  -  -  - 
Merrill  R.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Merrill 

119  W.  249  -  -  -  - 
Metzger  v.  Marley  197  111.  208 
Meyer  v.  Milwaukee  £.  R.  & 

L.  Co.  116  W.  336  -  - 
Michel   B.   Co.    v.   Estate  of 

Wightman  97  W.  657 
Mickee  v.  Walter  A.  WoodM. 

A  R.  M.  Co.  77  Hun  559      - 
Mielke,  In  re,  120  W.  501 
Miles  V.  Mut  R.  F.  L.  Asso. 

108  W.  421    - 
Mills  V.  Banks  3  P.  Wms.  1    - 

V.  Jefferson  20  W.  50      - 

V.  Smith  19  N.  ¥.  Supp. 

854  -  -  -  •  - 
Milw.  &  M.  R.  Co.  V.  Waukesha 

Co.  9  W.  431       215-218,  229,  230 


92 
188 

566 

527 

439 
507 

8 


-    503 

115 
675 

71 

540 

91 

318 


Milwaukee  &  St  P.  R.  Co.  y. 

Crawford  Co,  29  W.  116  - 
Minnich  v.  Darling  8  Ind.  App. 

539 

Minot  y.  Winthrop  162  Mass. 

113 

Minton  y.  Underwood  L.  Co. 

79  W.  646     - 
Mitchell  y.  Minn.  F.  Assa  48 

Minn.  278     - 
V.  Raleigh  E.  Co.  129  N. 

C.  166 

Mobile  y.  Watson  116  U.  S. 

289 

Montgomery  y.  Deeley  3  W. 

709 

y.  Hines  134  Ind.  221      - 

V.  State  128  W.  183  - 

Moody  y.  Palmer  50  Cal.  31    - 
Morey  y.  L.  S.  T.  A  T.  R.  Co. 

125  W.  148  -  -  -  8,488 
Morgan  y.  Loomis  78  W.  594  -  358 
Moi^penstem  y.  Klees  30  HI,  422 
Monson  y.  Moat  9  Hare  241  - 
Morrill  y.  State  88  W.  428  - 
Morris  y.  Masons  68  Tex.  698 
Morrissey  y.  Mulhem  168  Mass. 

412 

Mount  Pleasant  y.  Beckwith 

100  U.  S.  514        .        -         79, 82 
Moyer  v.  Koontz  103  W.  22    -    142 

y.  Moyer  49  Pa.  St  210  -    296 

Mueller  v.  Wiese  95  W.  381  334, 376, 

457 
Muetze  y.  Tuteur  77  W.  236  - 
Muncie  Nat  Gas  Co.  y.  Mun- 

cie  160  Ind.  97  -  -  - 
Munn  V.  Illinois  94  U.  a  113  - 
Murphy  v.  Dunnin8r30  W.  296 
Murray  y.  Buell  74  W,  14  - 
Musbach  y.  Wis.  C.  Co.  108  W. 

57 116,560 


438 
427 


-    188 


-    427 


418 
285 
417 


91 
472 
205 
436 

447 


298 

262 
264 
248 
123 


Nagle  y.  Hake  123  W.  256      - 
Nat.  E.  &  S.  Co.  y.  Haberman 

120  Fed.  415  -  -  - 
Nat  F.  &  P.  Works  y.  Oconto 

City  W.  8.  Co.  105  W.  48  - 
Nebraska  TeL  Co.  v.  State  55 

Neb.  627  -  -  -  - 
Nelson  y.  Bridges  2  Beay.  239 
y.  Campbell  A  C.  Co.  128 

W.  82 

y.  Narragansett  E.  L.  Co. 

26  R.  1. 258  -       . 
Neyil  y.  Cliffoid  51  W.  483     - 
Newell  y.  Gregg  51  Barb.  263  - 
New  Home  S.  M.  Co.  y.  Simon 

104  W.  120   -       .       - 


606 

79 

267 
611 

347 

490 

142 

90 

116 


Digitized  by 


Google 


yfja.] 


CASES  CITED. 


XXlll 


Newman,  EBtate  of,  75  OftL  213  504, 

505 
J^ew  Orleana  v.  Clark  95  U.  S. 

644 265 

New  Orleans  Gas  Co.  y.  La.  L. 

Co.  115  U.S. 650  -        -        .  263 

Nichols  v.  Comm.  II Bosh  575  159 

Niflbet  V.  Gill  38  W.  657  -  -  662 
Nix  V.  C.  Reiss  C.  Co.  114  W. 

493 615 

Norcroes  v.  Griffiths  65  W.  699  416 
North  Milwankee,  In  re^  93  W. 

616  -  -  -  -  -  122 
North  St  L.  G.  Soc  ▼.  Hud- 
son 12  Mo.  Add.  342    -       -  435 

V. 85  Mo.  32    -        -  436 

Norton  v.  Kearney  10  W.  443  358 
Norvell  v.  Gibson  6  Mo.  App. 

581 616 

Nonnemacher  v.  State  129  W. 

190        -----  185 

J^nsserv.  Comm.  25  Pa.  St  126  432 
Nutting  V.  Minn.  F.  Ins.  Co. 

9eW.26       -       .       -        -  19 

O'Brien  L.  Co.  v.  Wilkinson 

117W.  468  -  -  -  -  360 
O'Connor  v.  Memphis  6  Lea 

730  -----  82 
Odette  V.  State  90  W.  258  111,  151 
Odiome  v.  Moulton  64  N.  H. 

211 454 

Okonski  v.  Pa.  &  0.  F.  Co.  114 

W.448 116 

Oleson  V.  Maple  Grove  C.  &  M. 

Co.  115  Iowa  74  -  -  .  -  115 
Olmsted  v.  Proprietors  47  N. 

J.  Law  311  -  -  -  -  267 
O.  L.  Packard  M.  Co.  v.  Laev 

lOOW.  644  -  -  -  -  410 
O'Neill,  Estate  of,  90  W.  480  -  318 
Orth  V.  Featherly  87  Mich.  315  301 
Osbom  V.   Bank  of  U.  8.  9 

Wheat  738  -  -  -  -  124 
Oshkoih  V.  M.  A  L.  W.  R.  Co. 

74W.  534  -  -  -  -  263 
O'Toole  V.  State  105  W.  18  -  299 
Ottawa  N.  P.  R.  Cow  v.  Mur- 
ray 15  Dl.  336  -  -  -  92 
Owen  V.  Portage  Tel.  Co.  126 

W.412 278 

Owens  V.  State  83  W.  486       -656 

Packard  t.  Kiniie  Ave.  H.  Co. 

105  W.  323  .  -  -  -  247 
Packard  M.  Co.  v.  La«v  100  W. 

644 410 

Paine  t.  Sastern  B.  Co.  91  W. 

340       .       -       -       .     114,115 


Palmer  v.  Toms  96  W.  867  606, 610 
Park  V.  M.,  St  P.  A  S.  S.  M. 

R.  Co.  114  W.  347 
Park  Hotel  Co.  v.  Lockhart  59 

Ark.  465       - 
Parkhorst  v.  Burdell  87  N.  Y. 

145 

V.  Trambull  130  Mich.  408 

Parr  V.  Northern  E.  Mfg.  Co. 

117  W  278  -  -  -  - 
Patterson  v.  Wright  64  W.  289 
Paulmier  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  34  N. 

J.  Iaw  151  -  -  -  - 
Paulson  V.  State  118  W.  89  - 
Pavesich  V.  New  Eng.  L.  Ins. 

Co.  122  Ga.  190    - 
Peat  V.  C,  M.  A  St  P.  R.  Co. 

128  W.  86  -  -  -  - 
Peck  V.  School  Dist  21  W.  516 
Peninsular  L.  A  C.  Works  v. 

U.  0.  A  P.  Co.  100  W.  488  - 
Pennsylvania  R.   Co.'s  App. 

115  Pa.  St  514      - 
People  V.  Budd  117  N.  Y.  1    - 
V.  Calton5Utah451 


145 


-    114 


616 
540 

244 
89 

113 

178 


-    471 


174 
520 

127 


265 

158, 160, 

162 

V.  Crowe  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas. 

152        -       -        -        -     155,  156 

V.  Cummmgs  114  Cal.  437    655 

V.  Hurtado  63  Cal.  288    -    159 

V.  Lilley  43  Mich.  521     -    159 

V.  Sickles  156  N.  Y.  541  -    177 

V.  Stone  9  Wend.  182    654, 655 

-    656 


V.  Thomas  3  Hill  169      - 

V.  Wak^  62  Mich.  297  - 

People  ex  rel  Odms  v.  Murray 

148  N.Y.  171 
Gore  v.  Y.  M.  C.  A.  157 

111.403 

McCrea  v.  Quick  92  HI. 

580 

Workman  v.  Board  of  Ed. 

18  Mich.  400 
People's  Gas  Co.  v.  Tyner  131 

Ind.  277  -  -  -  - 
Pereles  v.  Leiser  123  W.  233  - 
Perkins  v.  Clay  54  N.  H.  518  - 
Perrine  v.  Hotchkiss  58  Barb. 

77 

Perugi  V.  State  104  W.  230     - 
Peterson  y  Morgan  116  Mass. 

850  ...       - 

Pettibone  ▼.  Hamilton  40  W. 

402 

Phelps  V.  Rooney  9  W.  70      - 
Philadelphia  v.  Barber  160  Pa. 

St  128 437 

Pierce,  In  re,  44  W.  411  -       -    620 
Pietech  v.  Krause  116  W.  344    410 


656 


-  437 


437 
506 


-  521 


263 
589 
606 

188 
159 

802 

416 
438 


Digitized  by 


Google 


XXIV 


CASES  CITED. 


[12& 


Pollard   V.  Photofrraphic  Co. 

L.  R  40  Ch.  D.  345  472,  474,  475 
Port  Huron  E.  &  T.   Co.  v. 

Clements  113  W.  249  -  -  553 
Post  V.  Roberts  127  W.  605  -  446 
Potter  V.  Boyce  73  App.  Div. 

383 417 

V.  Hodgman  81  App.  Div. 

233  -  .  -  -  -  540 
Powell  V.  Ashland  I.  &  S.  Co. 

98W.  35  -  -  -  -533 
Power  V.  Rees  189  Pa.  St.  496  454 
Powers  V.  H.  A  L.  R.  Co.  33 

Ohio  St  429-  ...  188 
Preston  v.  Stote  25  Miss.  383  -  159 
Price  V.  Courtnev  87  Mo.  387  -  540 
Priewe  v.  Wis.  State  L.  &  I. 

Co.  93  W.  534       -        -        -    140 

V. 103  W.  537  -        -    140 

Prince  Albert  v.  Strange  2  De 

G.  &  S.  652  -  -  472,  474,  476 
Pryor  v.  L.  A  N-  R  Co.  90 

Ala.  32 490 

Pueschell  v.   K.  C.  W.  &  I. 

Works  79  Mo.  App.  459  -  627 
Pullen  V.  Comm'ra  66  N.  0. 

361  -----  199 
Putney  v.  Farnham  27  W.  187  482 
Pym  V.  Campbell  6  El.  &  Bl. 

370 19 

Quincy  0.  Co.  v.  Hood  77  111. 
68 114 

Rape  V.  Heaton  9  W.  328  -  382 
Raymond  v.  Keseberg  84  W. 

302 625 

V. 91  W.  191    -        -    117 

Reagan  v/  Farmers*  L.  &  T. 

Co.  154  U.  S.  362  -  -  -  266 
Reed  v.  Madison  83  W.  171  -  626 
Reg.  V.  Welsh  11  Cox  C.  C.  336  158, 

159 
Renne  v.  U.  S.  L.  Co.  107  W. 

305  -----  273 
Rex  V.  Williams  7  Car.  &  P.  354  656 
Reynolds  v.  Robinson  110  N. 

Y.  654 19 

Rhoads  v.  Hoemerstown  B.  & 

S.  Asso.  82  Pa.  St.  180  -  -  432 
Rhodes  v.  McConnick  4  Iowa 

368 438 

Rhyner  v.  Menasha  107   W, 

201 116 

Richards  v.  Am.  D.  &  S.  Co. 

87  W.  503  -  -  -  -  606 
Ritter  v.  Brass  116  W.  55  334,  376 
Roberson  v.  Rochester  F.  B. 

Co.  171  N.  Y.  538      470,  471,  476 


Robertson  v.  Edelstein  104  W. 

440  -----  807 
Rochester  M.  T.  Works  v.  Weiss 

108W.  545  -  -  -  -  92 
Rockman  v.  Ackerman  109  W. 

639 504 

Roehm  v.  Horst  178  U.  S.  1  -  527 
Roehrbom  v.  Schmidt  16  W. 

519  -----  382 
Roosevelt  v.  Land  <&  R  Co.  108 

W.653 504 

Ross  V.  Sadgbeer  21  Wend.  166  606 

Rossmiller  v.  State  114  W.  169  140 

Roys  V.  Lull  9  W.  324    -        -  455 

Rude  V.  St  Marie  121  W.  634  384, 

386 

Ruggles  V.  People  91  111.  256  -  267 
Runland  v.  Hazel  Green  55  W. 

664        -        -        -        -     381,386 

V.  Jones  55  W.  673      381,  387 

Russell  V.  W.,  M.  &  P.  R  Co. 

39  Minn.  145  -  -  -  481 
Russell  &  Co.  V.  Loomis  43  W. 

545 644 

Rutherford  L.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Sann- 

trock  60  N.  J.  Eq.  471  -  -  540 
Ryan  v.  State  115  W.  488    168,  160 

Sage  V.  Fifield  68  W.  546  -  52a 
St.   Joseph^s  Hosp.   Asso.   y. 

Ashland  Co.  96  W.  636  -  437 
St  Louis  V.  St.  Louis  G.  Co. 

70  Mo.  69  -  -  -  -  264 
St  Louis,  Ft.  8.  &  W.  R  Co.  v. 

Irwin  37  Kan.  701  -  -  115- 
St  Mary's  Church  v.  Tripp  14 

R  I.  307  -  -  -  -  437 
St  Mary's  College  v.  Crowl  10 

Kan.  442  -  -  -  436, 438 
Saltmarsh  v.  Candia  51  N.  ti. 

71 427 

Sanderson  v.  Herman  108  W. 

662  -  -  -  -  384,  386 
Sandon  v.  Sandon  123  W.  603  320 
Sauer  v.  Steinbauer  14  W.  70  587, 

590 
Scheuer  v.  Cochem  126  W.  209  483 
Schild  V.  Legler  82  W.  73  -  307 
Schlect  V.  State  75  W.  486    146,  155, 

156 
Schmeling  v.  Kriesel  45  W.  325  145 
Schmidt  v.  Stolowski  126  W. 

55 504 

Schneider  v.  C,  M.  &  St  P.  R 

Co.  99  W.  378  -  -  -  116 
Schoonmaker  v.  Taylor  14  W. 

313 89 

Schreyer  v.  Turner  F.  Co.  29 

Oreg.l 427 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Wis.] 


CASES  CITED. 


XXV 


Schriber  v.  Langlade  66  W.  616  81 

Schroeder  V.  Klipp  120  W.  245  382, 

384 
V.  Wia.  Cent  R.  Co.  117 

W.  33 533 

Schumacher  v.  Falter  113  W. 

563 128 

Schumaker,  In  re,  90  W.  488  -  142 
Schuyler  v.  Curtis  147  N.  Y. 

434 470 

.  8cofield  V.    Milwaukee   Free 

Press  Co.  126  W.  81    -       -  307 

Scrantom  v.  Booth  29  Barb.  171  362 
S.  D.  Seavey  Co.  v.  Campbell 

115W.  603  .  -  -  -  834 
Seattle  G.  &  E.  Co.  v.  Citizens' 

L.  &  P.  Co.  123  Fed.  588  -  262 
Seavey  Co.  v.  Campbell  115  W. 

603        -----  334 

Severin  v.  Rueckerick  62  W.  1  358 
Seymour  v.  Chippewa  Co.  40 

W.  62 555 

Seyring  v.  Eschweiler  85  W. 

117 Ill 

Shamokin  v.  8.  &  Mt.  C.  R  R. 

Co.  196  Pa.  St.  166  -  -  263 
Shaver  v.  Ocean  M.  Co.  21  Cal. 

45 547 

Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  G.  L. 

Co.  6  W.  539        -       -     263,  265 

Sherley  v.  Peehl  84  W.  46  -  244 
Sickles  V.  Manhattan  G.  Co.  64 

How.  Pr.33-        -        -       -  263 

Sickra  v.  Small  87  Me.  493    --  302 

Silvemail  v.  Rust  88  W.  468  -  248 

Singleton  v.  Hill  91  W.  51  -  145 
Skiuiraas  v.  Finn^an  31  Minn. 

48 19 

Skiff  V.  Stoddard  63  Conn.  198  409 
Sladky  V.  Marinette  L.  Coj  107 

W.250 116 

Smith  V.  Bell  6  Pet.  68    -     328,  329 

V.  Directors  40  Iowa  518  521, 

522 
V.  Milwaukee  K  R.  &  L. 

Co.  127  W.  253     -        -       -  306 

V.  State  73  Ga.  79    -       -  157 

V. 83  Ala.  26    -     160,  161 

Smyth  V.  Ames  169  U.  S.  466  265, 

267 

Sneed  v.  Wiggins  3  Ga.  94      -  92 

Snyder  v.  Wnght  13  W.  689  -  248 
So.  Pac.  Co.  V.  Colo.  F.  &  I. 

Co.  101  Fed.  779  -  -  -  267 
Sonthport  v.  Ogden  23  Conn. 

128 432 

Speaker  v.  McKenzie  26  Mo. 

265 309 

Spear  v.  Door  Co.  65  W.  298  -  56 


Speiser  v.  Phoenix  Mut  L.  Ins. 

Co.  119  W.  530  -  -  288,  289 
Spring  Valley  W.  W.  v.  Schot- 

tlerllOU.S.  347  -  -  -  266 
Stack  V.  Padden  111  W.  42  376,  457 
Stahl  V.  Ertel  62  Fed.  920  -  621 
Stapf  V.  V.  Loewer's  G.  B.  Co. 

1  App.  Div.  405  -  -  -  114 
Stapletonv.  Brannanl02W.  26  358 
StaiT  v.  Moulton  97  111.  525  -  541 
State  V.  Adams  64  N.  H.  440  -    179 

V.  Appl^arth  81  Md.  293    221 

V.  BaynelOOW.  35-        -    641 

V.  Black  75  W.  490  653, 654, 656 

V.  Burrows  11  Ired.  Law 

477 655 

V.  Cantieny  34  Minn.  1   -    157 

-'    '    —       -  -    656 


654 
160,  162 

620 
505,506 

653 

158 


24 

161 
158 
656 
653 
382 
382 
23 
656 
656 


V.  Clark  46  Kan.  65 

V.  Coyle  41  W.  267  - 

V.  Davis  50  S.  C.  405 

V.  De  Lano  80  W.  259 

V.  Eaton  85  W.  587  • 

V.  Green  7  W.  676  - 

V.  Grugin  147  Mo.  39      - 

V.  Hazlett  (N.  Dak.)  106 

N.  W.  617     .       .       -       - 
V.  Hill  4  Dev.  &  Bat  Law 

491 

V.  Hoyt  13  Minn.  132     - 

V.  Hurst  11  W.  Va.  54    - 

V.  Kube  20  W.  217  - 

V.  Langer  29  W.  68  - 

V.  Logue73  W.  598  - 

V.  Madigan  57  Minn.  425 

V.  Palmer  50  Kan.  318    - 

V.  Patty  97  Iowa  373 

V.  Railway  Cos.  128  W. 

449        -        -        -        -     214  234 

V.  Shippey  10  Mmn.  223 '  158 

V.  Switzer  63  Vt.  604       -    654 

V.  Thatcher  35  N.  J.  Law 

445        -        -        -        -     654,655 

V.  Tomlin  29  N.  J.  Law  13    654 

V.  Whitcom  122  W.  110   205, 

229,230 
Stale  «;  rel  Adams  v.  Burdge 

95  W.  390 
Adm'rs  v.  Board  35  La. 

Ann.  668 
Att'y    Gen.    v.    Circuit 

Judge  97  W.  1      - 
v.  Janes vi lie  W.  Co. 

92  W.  496     - 
V.  Winnebago  L.  & 

F.  R  P.  R.  Co.  11  W.  35    216-218 
Augusta  V.  Losby  115  W. 

57-        -        -        -       61,381,387 
Barber  v.  McBain  102  W. 

431 53 


-  520 
a. 

-  430 


190 


80 


Digitized  by 


Google 


XXVI 


CASES  CITED. 


[129 


State  ex  rel  Board  of  Ed.  v. 

Hunter  111  W.  682  -  -  678 
Bowe  V.  Board  of  Ed.  63 

W.  234 621 

Cash  V.  Juneau  CJo.  38  W. 

654 676 

Cook  V.  Houser  123  W. 

634  -  -  -  -  675,  676 
Curtis  V.  Durein  46  Kan. 

695 621 

Davis  &  8.  L.  Co.  v.  Pore 

107  W.  420  -  -  -  -  66 
Durner  v.  Huegin  110  W. 

189 381 

Flowere  v.  Board  of  Ed. 

35  Ohio  St.  368  -  -  -  621 
Foster  v.  Graham  60  W. 

395 382 

Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  John- 
sou  103  W.  591  -  -  -  675 
Garth  v.  Switzler  143  Mo. 

287  -----  233 
Hallauer  v.  Gosnell  116 

W.  606 387 

Heller  v.  Lawler  103  W. 

460  -  -  -  -  -  381 
Henshall  v.  Ludington  33 

W.  107 205 

Hewitt  V.  Graves  120  W. 

607 386 

Jones    V.     Chamber    of 

Comni.  121 W.  110       -        -      19 

V.  Gates  86  W.  634  -    683 

J.   S.   Stearns  L.   Co.  v. 

Fisher  124  W.  271  -  -  61 
Kellogg  v.  Correns  111  W. 

431 230 

Lamb  v.  Cunningham  83 

W.  90 124 

Lanning  v.  lonsdale  48 

W.  348 620 

McCoale  v.  Kersten  118 

W.  287 683 

N.  C.  Foster  L.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams 123  W.  61  -  -  -  61 
Radl  V.  Shaughnessey  86 

W.  646 676 

Risch  V.  Trusteee  121  W. 

44 341,432 

Roberts  v.  School  Direct- 
ors 74  Mo.  21  -  -  -  521 
Rose  V.  Superior  Court  105 

W.  651 190 

Sandereon  v.  Mann  76  W. 

469  -  -  -  -  204,  230 
Schwartz  v.  Ferris  53  Ohio 

St.  314 233 

Smith  V.  Board  of  Ed.  96 

W.  95 521 


State  ex  rel,  Vilas  v.  Wharton 

117W.  568   -       -        -        -      61 

Wood  V.  Baker  38  W.  71    676 

Zillmer  t,  Kreutzberg  114 

AV.530 230 

State  Bank  v.  Brown  165  N.  Y. 

216  -  -  -  -  187,  188 
Steele.  In  re,  66  111.  322  -  -  318 
Steifel  V.  Clark  9  Baxt.  466  -  640 
Stein  V.  McCarthy  120  W.  288     32, 

41 
Steinhofel  v.  C,  M.  &  St  P. 

R.  Co.  92  W.  123  -  -  -  274 
Stephenson  v.  Corder  71  Kan. 

475  -  -  -  -  -  490 
Sternberg  v.  G'Brien  48  N.  J. 

Eq.  370         -        -        -     606,  607 

V.  State  36  Neb.  307       -    267 

SUlwell  V.  Kellogg  14  W.  461  -  690 
Stockton  V.  Cent  R.  Co.  50  N. 

J.  Eq.  52  -  -  -  -  261 
Stone  V.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co. 

116  U.  S.  367  -  -  -  267 
V.  Little  Yellow  D.  Dist. 

118  W.  388  -  -  49,  50,  138 
Storm  V.  Cotzhausen  38  W.  139  654 
Suckow  V.  State  122  W.  156  -  273 
Sumner  v.  Williams  8  Mass. 

162 360 

Sutton  V.  C,  St  P.,  M.  <feO. 

R.  Co.  114  W.  647        -        -    142^ 

V.  Wauwatosa  29  W.  21  -    626 

Svennes  v.  West  Salem  114  W. 

650 386 

Swarthout  v.  Swarthout  11 1 W. 

102 330 

Sweatman  v.  Bathrick  17  S. 

Dak.  138       .       -       -       -    417 

Tabor  v.  Tabor  85  W.  313      •  329 

Tate  V.  Jennan  123  W.  368     -  574 

Taylor  v.  Merrill  55  111.  52     -  481 

Tecktonius  v.  Scott  110  W.  441  606 
Temple  Grove  Sem.  v.  Cramer 

98  N.  Y.  126  -  -  -  -  437 
Tennev  v.  Lenz  16  W.  666  -  205 
Theresa  D.  Dist.,  In  re,  90  W. 

301  -  -  -  -  48,  138 
Thompson  v.  Bowera  1  Doug. 

321 301 

Thoresen  v.  La  Crosse  City  R 

Co.  94  W.  129  -  -  -  278 
Thome  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  102 

W.593 19 

Thorp  V.  Mindeman  123  W.  149  89 
Tiborsky  v.  C,  M.  &  St  P.  R. 

Co.  124  W.  243  -  -  -  278 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fricke 

99  W.  367     -        -        -     206,  220 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Wis.] 


CASES  CITED. 


XXTU 


Treat  v.  Barber  7  Conn.  274   - 
V.  Browning  4  Conn.  408 


188 
302, 
304 


Trustees  v.  Boston  120  Mass. 

212 437 

▼.  Exeter  68  N.  H.  306    -  437 

Tuck  &  Sons  v.  Priester  L.  R. 

19  Q.  B.  D.  629    -     472,  474,  475 

Turner  v.  Nacbtsheim  71  W.  16  616 
Tyson  v.  Ricbardson  103  W. 

397 317 

Ullmann,  Estate  of,  137  N.  Y. 

403 189 

Union  L.  Co.  v.  Cbippewa  Co. 

47  W.  245  -  -  -  -  553 
United  E.  A  C.  Co.  v.  Broad- 

nax  136  Fed.  351  -       -       -  17 

U.  8.  V.  Babcock  3  DiU.  566    -  187 

V.  Dickion  15  Pet.  141    -  179 

V.  Kirby  7  Wall.  482       -  128 

V.  Perkins  163  U.  8.  625  -  201 

V.  Tburston  Co.  143  Fed. 

287  -  -  -  -  -  98 
V.  Turner  7  Pet  132       -  661 

Valentine's  Will,  In  re,  93  W. 

45  -        -        -        -        -        -  319 

Van  de  Bogart  v.  M.  A  M.  P. 

Co.  127  W.  104  -  -  116 
Van  O' Linda  v.   Lotbrop  21 

Pick.  292  -  -  -  -625 
Verges  v.  Milwaukee  Co.  116 

W.  191  -       -       -        -  124 

Vinton  v.  King  4  Allen  562    -  91 

Wabasb,  St.  L.  A  P.  R.  Co.  v. 

Locke  112  Ind.  404       -        -  114 

Walker  v.  Kimball  22  III.  537  91 

Walton  V.  Goodnow  13  W.  661  587, 

589 
W^ard  V.  Am.  H.  F.  Co.  119 

W.  12 527 

V.  C,  M.  <fe  St.  P.  R.  Co. 

102  W.  215   -        -        -        -  116 

V.  Flood  48  Cal.  36  -     521,  522 

Ware  v.  Allen  128  U.  8.  590  17-19 
Warner  v.  Lockerby  31  Minn. 

421        -----  296 

Warren  v.  Jones  51  Me.  146  -  606 
Waterman  v.  Baldwin  68  Iowa 

255 541 

Watson  V.  Mercer  8  Pet.  88  -  466 
Wayland  Univ.  v.  Boorman  56 

W.657 654 

Weeks  v.  Milwaukee  10  W.  242  385 

Weisbrodv.  Daenicke36W.73  417 

Wellauer  v.  Fellows  48  W.  105  475 


Wells  V.  Perkins  43  W.  160    -  682 

Welsber  v.  Libby  106  W.  291  1« 
WerUieim  v.  Continental  R.  A 

T.  Co.  15  Fed.  716  -  -  187 
Western  U.  TeL  Co.  v.  Myatt 

98  Fed.  835  -  -  -  -  267 
Weetfield  v.  Tioga  Co.  150  Pa. 

St.  152 432 

Weston  V.  Goodrich  86  Hun 

194        -----  189 

Wheeler  v.  Hall  41  W.  447  -  475 
White  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 

102  W.  489  -  -  -  -  533 
V.  Milwaukee  C.  R.  Co.  61 

W.536 117 

Whitney  v.  Kamer  44  W.  563  53, 

616 

Willard  V.  Comstock  58  W.  565  520 

Williams  v.  Williams  63  W.  58  505 

V. 114  W.  79    -        -  475 

Wilson  V.  Hayes  40  Minn.  531  427 

V.  Noonan  27  W.  598      -  296 

V.  Powers  131  Mass.  539  -  19 

V.  Younj?  31  W.  574        -  296 

Winchel  v.  Goodyear  126  W. 

271  -  -  -  -  487-489 
Winchell  v.  Waukesha  110  W. 

101 143 

Winchester  A  L.  T.  R.  Co.  v. 

Croxton  98  Ky.  739     -        -  267 

Winn  V.  Itzel  125  W.  19  -  577,  580 
Wis.  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor  Co. 

52  W.  37  205,  218,  220,  229,  230 
Wis.  M.  A  F.  Ins.  Co.  Bank  v. 

Dumer  114  W.  369  -  -  621 
Wis.  River  L.  Co.  v.  Walker 

48  W.  614  -  .  -  -  289 
Wis.  Tel.  Co.  V.  Mil  waukee  126 

W.  1 220 

Witter  V.  Neeves  78  W.  547    -  589 

Wolcott  V.  Hall  6  Mass.  514  302, 


Wolfe,  Estate  of,  137  N.  Y.  205 
Wolff  V.  Bluhm  95  W.  257      - 
Wood  V.  Lake  13  W.  84  - 
V.   Whitehead  Bros.  Co. 

165  N.  Y.  545       - 
Woodman  v.  Blue  Grass  L.  Co. 

125W.  489  -        - 
Woolsey  v.  Judd  4  Duer  379  - 
Wright  V.  E.  E.  Bolles  W.  W. 

Co.  50  W.  167      - 

V.  Nagle  101  U.  8.  791     - 

Wuerfler  v.  Trustees  G.  G.  W. 

0.  D.  116  W.  19  - 
Wvman  v.  Goodrich  26  W.  21 
— ^  V.  St.  Louis  17  Mo.  335 


189 

92 

455 

.  606 

527 
472 

-  128 


290 
482 
436, 
438 


Digitized  by 


Google 


XXVIU 


CASES  CITED. 


[129 


Yanke  v.  State  61  W.  464  -  24 
Yess  V.  Chicago  B.  Co.  124  W. 

406  -  -  -  -  488,  489 
Young  V.  French  35  W.  Ill  -  482 
▼.  State  11  Humphrey 

200 162 


Y.  M.  C.  A.  V.  Donohugh  13 
Phila.  12      -       -       -       -    437 

Zane  y.  Kennedy  73  Pa.  St  182    540 
Zautcke  v.  North  MIL  T.  Co. 
95W.21       -       -       .       .90 


Digitized  by 


Google 


IN  MEMORIAM. 


CHAELES  E.  DYER 

On  the  20th  day  of  June,  1906,  Mr.  F.  0.  Winkler  of  Mil- 
^wankee  addressed  the  court  as  follows: 

May  it  please  the  Court:— The  undersigned,  appointed  by  tlie  State 
Bar  Association  for  that  purpose,  beg  leave  to  present  to  your  Hon- 
lors  for  record  in  this  court  a  brief  memorial  of  the  character  and 
career  of  the  late  Chables  B.  Dyer. 

The  Honorable  Chables  E.  Dyer  has  borne  a  distinguished  part 
In  the  life  of  this  state.  Bom  in  Onondaga  county,  New  York,  on 
the  5th  day  of  October,  1834,  his  early  boyhood  days  were  spent  in 
Racine  county  in  this  state.  Here  he  received  the  rudiments  of  edu- 
cation, partly  in  the  crude  schools  of  that  early  day,  more  largely 
•under  the  wise  guidance  of  his  father,  an  accomplished  physician. 

At  the  age  of  fifteen  he  left  home  to  learn  the  printer's  trade  in 
Chicago.  For  nearly  two  years  he  served  as  printer's  devil,  com- 
positor, paper  carrier,  and  newswriter.  He  returned  home  and  in 
-the  fall  of  1851  removed  to  Sandusky,  Ohio,  entering  the  office  of  a 
family  friend  who  was  clerk  of  the  court  of  common  pleas.  In  this 
city  he  studied  his  profession  and  was  admitted  to  the  bar  in  1857. 
He  had  long  since  formed  a  habit  of  persistent  self-culture,  of  ex- 
^tensive  reading  as  well  as  close  study,  so  that  without  the  advantage 
•of  systematic  or  collegiate  instruction  his  mind  became  enriched  with 
useful  knowledge,  and  he  acquired  a  strong  taste  for  the  choicest  in 
literature.  This  held  him  through  life.  He  was  always  a  great 
reader,  discriminating  in  his  selections,  and  greatly  enjoying  what 
lie  read. 

He  commenced  practice  in  Sandusky,  but  early  in  1859,  attracted 
towards  the  home  of  his  boyhood,  came  to  Racine  in  this  state,  where 
lie  took  up  his  residence.  He  at  once  entered  upon  his  professional 
work.  His  great  industry,  legal  acumen,  grace  of  presentation,  and 
senial  manners  won  friends  and  clients.  He  served  as  city  attorney 
in  1859  and  1^60,  was  a  member  of  the  Assembly  in  1867  and  1868, 
being  chairman  of  the  judiciary  conmiittee  at  the  latter  session.  In 
1.864  he  formed  a  partnership  with  Henry  T.  Fuller,  and  the  firm  of 
^Puller  ft  Dyer  stood  in  the  front  rank  in  the  profession.    The  late 
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Matthew  H.  Carpenter,  then  United  States  senator,  who  always  ap- 
preciated a  good  lawyer,  was  an  admirer  and  affectionate  friend  or 
"Charley  Dyer,"  and,  when  a  racancy  occurred  in  the  United  States 
district  judgeship  for  the  eastern  district  of  Wisconsin,  strongly  de- 
sired to  recommend  him  for  the  place.  The  position  was  as  ill  paid 
as  it  was  important  and  honorable.  Judge  Dyeb  yielded  to  the  im- 
portunity of  his  friend  and  was  commissioned  judge  of  that  court 
February  10,  1875.  He  deroted  himself  with  all  his  industry,  fidelity^ 
and  rare  ability  to  his  judicial  duties.  That  court  has  not  had  a 
more  Important  era  in  its  history  than  the  thirteen  years  during 
which  Judge  Dyer  was  its  chief.  The  bankrupt  law  of  1867  was  In 
force.  The  whisky-fraud  prosecutions  broke  out  Litigation  was 
heavy  in  erery  branch  of  jurisdiction.  There  was  no  appellate  tri- 
bunal except  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States. 

Judge  Dyer  brought  to  his  new  duties  thorough  and  accurate 
learning  in  the  law,  a  clear,  discriminating  judgment,  and  a  marked 
judicial  temperament.  He  was  patient  and  courteous,  but  never  al- 
lowed the  business  of  the  court  to  drag.  When  he  took  a  case  under 
advisement  he  did  it  for  the  purpose  of  study  and  gave  it  that  study 
promptly.  He  pursued  his  duties  with  intense  solicitude  for  right 
and  justice.  To  him  no  pains  were  too  great,  no  investigation  was 
too  tedious,  to  arrive  at  the  correct  solution  of  every  case  whether 
large  or  small.  With  inexhaustible  patience  he  would  examine  and 
re-examine  so  long  as  there  remained  any  room  for  doubt  His> 
course  won  for  him  golden  opinions  from  bench  and  bar. 

In  May,  1888,  Judge  Dyer  was  tendered  the  position  of  counsel  of 
the  Northwestern  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  and  he  resigned 
from  the  bench  to  accept  that  position.  This  he  held  to  the  time  of 
his  death,  which  occurred  on  the  26th  day  of  November,  1905.  The 
company  which  he  thus  served  as  its  law  officer  for  over  seventeen 
years  has,  through  its  executive  committee,  placed  on  record  the  fol- 
lowing just  estimate  of  his  service  and  hfs  worth: 

"The  fidelity  and  conscientiousness,  the  acumen  and  sound  judg- 
ment, and  the  Industrious  care  which  he  brought  to  the  discharge  of 
this  Important  and  responsible  trust  could  not  have  been  exceeded. 
He  was  ever  watchful  that  in  his  department  no  harm  should  come 
to  the  company.  His  deep  interest  in  the  company  did  not  confine 
itself  to  its  material  welfare,  but  was  solicitous  for  its  integrity  and 
fair  fame.  Every  vote  he  gave,  every  word  he  spoke  in  consultation, 
were  moved  by  the  consideration  that  these  above  all  things  must  be 
kept  unsullied. 

"Judge  Dyer  added  to  thorough  learning  in  his  profession  the 
graces  of  a  refined  and  generous  scholarship.  He  delighted  in  litera- 
ture, he  loved  his  books.  His  tastes  were  pure  and  cultivated  and  he 
possessed  a  marked  felicity  of  expression.  These,  with  a  noble  gen- 
erosity of  sentiment  interspersed  with  bright  wit  lent  an  especiaT 
charm  to  all  his  public  utterances. 

"The  warmth  of  his  nature,  his  genial  companionship  for  those- 
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with  whom  his  work  was  done,  are  rivid  in  our  memory  and  difficult 
of  adequate  portrayal. 

"A  highminded  and  distinguished  man,  a  nohle  character,  the 
truest  of  friends,  we  part  with  him  in  deepest  sorrow." 

Judge  Dy£b  is  entitled  to  very  high  rank  in  the  legal  profession. 
He  was  rooted  in  the  principles  and  kept  fully  abreast  with  the  de- 
cisions which  make  up  our  jurisprudence.  He  was  an  able  advocate,, 
a  safe  adviser,  a  sound  and  upright  judge.  He  loved  his  profession 
and  always  took  the  deepest  interest  in  all  that  concerned  its  well- 
being,  its  ethics,  and  the  good  conduct  of  its  members.  He  was  re- 
markably happy  in  Addresses  which  any  occasion  might  call  for. 
Many  and  many  a  time  when  lawyers  have  gathered  together  have 
they  been  delighted  and  thrilled  by  the  pathos,  the  wit,  and  the  ex- 
alted sentiment  of  his  speech. 

He  was  a  man  of  warm  heart,  strong  in  his  friendships,  and  few 
men  have  been  held  in  as  deep,  aftectionate  regard  by  their  profes- 
sional brethren  as  Chables  E.  Dyer. 
June  20,  1906.  F.  C.  Winkler, 

A.  A.  Jackson, 
Chables  H.  Lee, 
Geobge  O.  Gbeene, 
Alfbeo  L.  Cast, 

Ck)mmittee. 

On  behalf  of  the  court  Mr.  Justice  Winslow  responded : 
In  speaking  of  Judge  Dteb  I  speak  of  one  to  whom  I  was  bound 
by  the  closest  ties  of  affection  and  gratitude.  He  was  a  lawyer  in  the 
first  rank  of  the  profession  at  Racine,  where  I  commenced  the  study 
of  the  law  in  1S72.  At  this  time  I  was  doing  copying  and  in  the  in- 
tervals studying  Blackstone  as  I  could,  in  the  office  of  the  county 
judge  of  Racine  county.  1  well  remember  one  day  early  in  1873 
Judge  Dteb  was  in  the  county  judge's  office  and  became  involved 
in  the  discussion  of  some  legal  proposition  with  Judge  Hand  upon 
which  their  views  differed.  I  listened  with  much  interest,  which 
Judge  Dteb  noticed,  and  finally  he  turned  to  me  with  a  quizzical 
smile  and  said,  "Look  up  the  law  on  that  and  write  an  opinion.'^ 
I  was  only  too  glad  to  be  so  honored,  and  I  set  to  work  with  great 
Industry,  ransacking  all  the  law  libraries  in  the  city,  and  reduced 
my  conclusions  to  the  form  of  a  written  opinion,  which  not  long  after 
I  handed  to  Judge  Dteb.  I  well  remember  the  pleasure  I  felt  when  he 
said  after  reading  it,  "That  sounds  like  the  opinion  of  a  judge."  It 
was  a  simple  incident.  Doubtless  it  soon  passed  from  Judge  Dteb's 
mind,  but  it  has  never  left  mine.  From  that  time  I  had  a  very  well- 
defined  idea  that  I  could  and  would  be  a  lawyer.  I  am  not  sure  but 
that  his  words  determined  my  life's  work.  It  was  not  long  after 
this  that  he  offered  me  a  clerkship  in  the  office  of  Fuller  &  Dyer„ 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


xxxii       SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.         [129 
Charles  E.  Dyer. 

which  I  yery  gladly  accepted,  and  then  began  an  intimate  acquaint- 
ance which  ripened  into  lifelong  respect  and  affection. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  speak  at  any  length  of  Judge  Dteb's  legal 
abilities  or  of  his  work  at  the  bar  and  upon  the  bench.  The  me- 
morial fully  covers  this  field  in  words  that  are  fitting  and  truthful. 
Were  this  otherwise,  the  record  of  his  opinions  and  charges  to  juries 
while  upon  the  federal  bench  so  conclusively  demonstrates  the  clear- 
ness of  his  mind  and  the  exceptional  character  of  his  legal  and  ju- 
dicial abilities  that  words  of  mine  are  unnecessary.  The  record  is 
made.    It  speaks  for  itself  in  no  uncertain  tones. 

I  prefer  to  speak  of  him  now  as  a  man  and  as  a  friend.  The  poet 
speaks  of  the  "good,  great  man,"  and  such  pre-eminently  was  Judge 
Dyeb.  Modest,  unassuming,  and  of  simple  habits,  it  was  not  given  to 
to  all  to  know  the  peculiar  sweetness  of  his  life  and  character;  but 
to  those  who  knew  him  well  and  who  were  fortunate  enough  to  be 
received  into  the  inmost  circle  of  his  friends  there  must  ever  re- 
main the  memory  of  a  loyal  and  tender  friendship  as  rare  as  it  was 
beautiful. 

It  is  not  easy  to  sum  up  a  man's  character  in  a  word  or  even  in  a 
sentence,  but  perhaps  it  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  loyalty  and  ten- 
derness were  the  keynotes  of  Judge  Dyer's  life.  There  was  a  vein 
of  the  truest  sentiment  In  his  character  which  he  preserved  intact 
through  all  the  trials  and  labors  of  a  busy  life  as  unalloyed  and 
abundant  as  it  was  in  early  manhood.  It  is  difficult  to  describe  it, 
nor  could  it  be  known  or  appreciated  by  all,  for  his  nature  was  some- 
what reserved;  but  those  who  were  fortunate  enough  to  know  him 
well  will  readily  understand  what  I  mean.  It  was  not  simply  that 
he  was  kind  of  heart;  this  indeed  he  was,  and  many  an  act  of  kind- 
ness marked  his  dally  path.  But  the  quality  of  which  I  speak  was 
more  than  this;  it  Included  a  chivalric  loyalty  to  old  and  tried 
friends,  and  a  yearning  for  that  close  communion  of  heart  with  heart 
which  can  only  exist  where  affection  is  unquestioning  and  confidence 
supreme.  With  such  a  friend  he  had  no  reserve;  to  such  an  one  he 
revealed  the  inmost  depths  of  his  poetic  nature  and  ofttimes  dis- 
cussed the  great  problems  of  ''life  and  death  and  the  vast  forever" 
with  the  delightful  and  reverent  frankness  of  a  mind  which  seeks 
the  truth  and  the  truth  alone. 

He  had  "love  and  light  and  calm  thoughts,"  and  these  he  shared 
with  his  fellowmen  and  thus  made  easier  the  rugged  pathway  of 
many  a  man  in  whose  heart  there  is  now  a  vacant  place  never  to  be 
filled.  What  needs  to  be  said  more!  His  life  left  the  world  a  little 
wiser,  a  little  better,  a  little  nobler;  he  lifted  the  banner  a  little 
higher,  he  placed  the  mark  upon  a  loftier  plane.  There  is  no  higher 
praise,  no  better  eulogy,  than  this,  and  with  this  we  may  well  close 
the  earthly  record. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Wis.]  in  MEMORIAM.  xxxiii 

William  E.  Carter. 


WILLIAM  E.  CARTER, 

Mr.  Charles  E.  Estabrook  of  Milwaukee  then  addressed 
the  court  and  presented  the  following  memorial  adopted  by 
the  Milwaukee  County  Bar  Association: 

To  the  Miltoaukee  County  Bar  Association:  Tour  committee  to 
prepare  a  memorial  and  resolutions  upon  the  death  of  Hon.  Wil- 
liam E.  Oabteb  beg  leave  to  submit  the  following: 

William  E.  Cabteb,  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  state  for  nearly 
fifty  years,  died  at  his  home  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  on  the  15th 
day  of  August,  1905.  He  was  born  near  Brighton,  Sussex  county, 
England,  November  17,  1833,  the  eldest  son  of  William  and  Ann 
Carter,  and  emigrated  with  his  parents  to  Lancaster,  Wisconsin,  in 
1850. 

He  studied  law  with  J.  Allen  Barber  during  the  years  1855  and 
1856,  and  was  admitted  to  the  bar  in  Lancaster,  where  he  commenced 
the  practice  of  law  and  continued  in  the  active  work  of  the  profes- 
sion untU  his  removal  to  Platteville,  Wisconsin,  in  1861.  At  Platte- 
ville  he  entered  into  partnership  in  the  practice  of  the  law  with 
Stephen  O.  Paine,  under  the  firm  name  of  Paine  &  Carter,  which  firm 
was  one  of  the  prominent  legal  firms  in  that  part  of  the  state  during 
the  life  of  Mr.  Paine.  Subsequently  Mr.  Cabteb  was  associated  with 
his  brother  George  B.  Carter,  T.  L.  Cleary,  and  E.  E.  Burns  in  the 
practice  of  the  law  at  Platteville. 

In  1895  Mr.  Cabteb  removed  to  Milwaukee  and  became  a  member 
of  the  firm  of  Van  Dyke,  Van  Dyke  &  Carter,  which  connection  con- 
tinued to  the  time  of  his  death.  He  clung  closely  to  the  practice  of 
his  profession  from  the  time  he  was  admitted  to  the  bar  to  the  end 
of  his  life. 

It  is  difficult  within  the  limits  of  this  memorial  to  present  an  ade- 
quate view  of  Mr.  Cabteb's  professional  career.  We  find  him  before 
the  supreme  court  as  early  as  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Grant  County,  de- 
cided at  the  June  term,  1861,  and  reported  in  14  Wis.  5G2;  from  that 
time  until  the  present  term  of  the  court  the  Reports  attest  his  in- 
dustry, his  skill,  and  ability  as  a  lawyer.  He  was  always  indefatiga- 
ble and  persevering  in  mastering  the  facts  and  the  law  in  each  case 
intrusted  to  him;  he  delighted  to  follow  out  the  intricacies  of  the 
law  upon  any  subject  which  he  investigated.  His  knowledge  became 
almost  encyclopedic,  and  his  briefs  a  complete  exposition  of  the  law 
applicable  to  the  case  in  hand.  He  was  a  lover  of  the  common  law 
and  opposed  attempts  to  meddle  with  it.  His  method  of  work  pre- 
cluded him  from  efforts  of  displaying  his  eloquence.  His  manner 
of  presentation  of  his  case  to  the  court  and  to  the  jury  was  method- 
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ical,  logical,  and  precise.  His  profound  knowledge  of  law,  his  great 
industry  and  care  in  preparation,  made  him  an  antagonist  to  be 
feared,  but  a  safe  adviser  for  the  court  and  client 

While  his  reputation  will  largely  rest  upon  his  attainments  as  a 
lawyer,  he  did  not  limit  his  Intellectual  work  to  a  mastery  of  the 
principles  of  the  law.  Without  the  advantages  of  scholastic  educa- 
tion, he  devoted  himself  to  a  self -education  with  so  much  energy 
that  he  became  a  master  of  his  mother  tongue  and  acquired  a  read- 
ing acquaintance  with  Greek,  Latin,  French,  Italian,  and  German. 
He  was  a  general  student,  and  delighted  to  spend  his  leisure  hours 
in  his  library  investigating  many  branches  of  science,  religion,  and 
general  learning  outside  of  his  profession. 

Early  in  life  he  was  fond  of  and  became  a  very  expert  chess 
player,  and  without  looking  at  the  board,  but  depending  upon  infor- 
mation of  the  moves  of  his  adversary,  was  more  than  able  to  hold 
his  own  with  expert  players. 

He  was  a  man  of  the  strictest  Integrity;  he  hated  shams  and  all 
forms  of  deceit.  With  strangers  he  was  reserved,  but  with  his  in- 
timate friends  he  was  most  genial  and  companionable.  He  freely 
£ave  his  time  and  labor  to  their  service. 

In  the  treatment  of  young  men  studying  law  he  was  most  consid- 
erate. One  of  your  committee  commenced  the  study  of  law  under 
Mr.  Cabteb's  supervision,  and  a  student  never  had  an  instructor 
more  generous  of  his  time  and  more  willing  to  assist.  Always  ready 
to  lay  aside  his  own  work,  Mr.  Caateb  would  at  once  ent^  upon  an 
exposition  of  the  question  involved  that  was  not  only  lucid  but  ex- 
haustive and  helpful  to  the  student  needing  assistance. 

In  politics  he  was  a  Republican,  having  identified  himself  with 
that  party  at  an  early  day  when  it  was  organized  under  the  leader- 
ship of  great  men  to  work  out  and  preserve  this  nation,  and  always 
has  consistently  stood  for  its  principles,  and  his  last  ballot  was  cast 
for  the  President  of  the  United  States  who  now  honors  that  distin- 
guished oflBce. 

During  the  Civil  War,  although  precluded  from  active  service  as 
a  scddler  by  physical  dlBability,  he  neverthelese  burned  with  a  de- 
sire to  render  all  the  service  he  could  to  his  country,  and  supported 
the  cause  of  the  Union,  and  served  for  several  months  in  a  clerical 
position. 

In  1877  his  party  nominated  him  for  attorney  general,  which 
nomination  he  declined.  Blected  to  the  Assembly  in  1877,  1878,  and 
1879,  he  took  a  prominent  part  in  the  work  of  the  legislature,  tre- 
•quently  participating  in  debates,  and  was  of  great  service  in  the 
'Committee  rooms.  On  many  occasions  he  represented  his  party  in 
<x>unty  and  state  conventions,  and  was  a  member  of  the  famous 
National  Republican  convention  convened  in  Chicago  in  June,  1880, 
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^vhlch  ^lally  noinlnated  James  A.  Qarfield  for  President  of  the 
United  States. 

For  mimy  years  he  was  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the 
State  Uniyersity  and  served  the  public  In  that  capacity  with  the 
«ame  zeal  he  served  his  clients. 

In  his  family  life  he  was  a  devoted  husband  and  father. 

In  his  death  we  have  lost  a  capable  and  industrious  lawyer,  an 
^ipright  citizen,  and  those  who  knew  him  Intimately  a  genial,  kind- 
liearted,  and  helpful  friend. 

Resolved,  that  we  mourn  his  loss,  and  that  this  memorial  be  spread 
apon  the  minutes  of  the  court,  and  that  a  copy  thereof  be  transmitted 
to  his  family,  to  the  members  of  which  we  extend  our  sincere  sym- 
pathy. Charles  E.  Estabbook, 

Geobok  D.  Van  Dyke, 
Joshua  Stabk. 

Mr.  Estabrook  then  said : 

May  it  please  the  Oourt: — I  am  commissioned  by  the  Bar  Associa- 
tion of  Milwaukee  county  to  present  to  this  court  the  memorial 
adopted  by  that  organization  commemorative  of  the  life  and  work 
•of  the  Hon.  William  E.  Cabteb,  and  to  ask  that  this  court  direct  this 
memorial  be  spread  upon  the  records  of  this  court 

And  now,  having  discharged  this  duty,  permit  me  to  add  a  word 
or  two  as  a  personal  tribute  to  the  deceased. 

It  was  my  privilege  to  become  acquainted  with  Mr.  Cabteb  while 
I  was  still  a  boy  and  he  was  a  young  man  then  entering  upon  a  pro- 
fessional career  destined  to  last  over  half  a  century.  This  long  ac- 
quaintance enabled  me  to  observe  how  closely  he  adhered  to  the 
practice  of  his  profession.  To  him  severe  mental  labor  seemed  to 
he  a  joy  and  a  delight  He  never  shrank  from  any  task  along  the 
line  of  his  professional  labors,  even  if  it  involved  learning  a  lan- 
guage or  mastering  a  work  upon  science  or  mathematics.  His  work 
as  a  lawyer  was  characterized  by  great  industry,  intense  application, 
and  a  thoroughness  in  everything  which  he  undertook. 

It  has  often  been  a  great  surprise  to  me  how  much  he  could  ac- 
complish in  what  might  be  deemed  pure  scholarship,  when  his  life 
was  so  busy,  and  when  we  also  consider  the  .very  limited  opportunity. 
About  six  weeks,  as  I  am  informed,  was  the  only  time  afForded  him 
for  attendance  at  school  in  early  life. 

I  began  the  study  of  law  in  his  office,  and  I  cannot  allow  this  oc- 
casion to  pass  without  expressing  for  myself,  and  I  blelieve  for  every 
young  man  who  occupied  similar  relations  to  him,  our  appreciation 
of  the  courteous  and  considerate  treatment  which  we  received  at  his 
hands.  He  never  was  so  busy  or  so  much  engrossed  as  to  manifest 
the  slightest  impatience  at  our  interruptions,  and  he  gave  freely  and 
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cheerfully  and  unselflslily  his  time  and  effort  to  assist  us  in  our 
tasks  and  the  accomplishment  of  our  aims. 

He  died  as  he  had  lived,  respected  and  esteemed  for  his  accom- 
plishments, ability,  and  learning,  and  sincerely  mourned  by  those- 
who  knew  him  intimately. 

•Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cassoday,  for  the  court,  responded: 
I  first  made  the  personal  acquaintance  of  Mr.  Cabteb  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Assembly  in  the  winter  of  1877.  He  then  had  the  reputa-^ 
tion  of  being  one  of  the  leading  lawyers  in  the  southwestern  portion 
of  the  state.  For  that  reason  he  was  made  a  member  of  the  judi- 
ciary committee  and  chairman  of  the  committee  on  federal  relations. 
He  proved  himself  to  be  a  faithful,  industrious,  and  useful  member 
of  that  body.  Naturally  Independent,  discriminating,  and  aggressive,, 
he  soon  came  to  be  regarded  as  one  of  the  leaders  in  the  Assembly. 
His  record  as  a  lawyer  during  that  winter  was  such  as  to  make  him 
a  member  of  the  joint  committee  on  the  revision  of  the  statutes  tn 
the  winter  of  1878  and  chairman  of  the  judiciary  committee  of  the 
Assembly  during  the  winter  of  1879.  He  also  served  for  several 
years  as  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  our  State  Universit 
He  had  an  ambition  for  judicial  honors,  but  was  defeated  for  the 
office  of  circuit  judge,  at  the  spring  election  of  1876,  by  Judge  Coth- 
REN,  the  sitting  judge.  He  was  a  member  of  the  legislature  when  the 
membership  of  this  court  was  increased  from  three  to  five;  and  he 
was  strenuously  urged  before  the  legislative  caucus  for  the  place  on. 
this  bench  finally  given  to  the  late  Justice  David  Taylor.  Mr.  Cab-^ 
TEB  was  also  one  of  the  sixteen  Wisconsin  delegates  in  the  Chicago 
convention  of  1880  who  started  the  vote  for  Garfield  which  resulted 
in  his  nomination  on  the  second  ballot  thereafter.  He  was  a  candi- 
date or  prominently  mentioned  for  other  political  offices.  Mr.  Cabtek 
was  a  man  of  extensive  reading  and  knowledge  and  had  very  decide*! 
convictions  on  most  political  and  other  questions,  and  he  was  always 
ready  to  defend  them  on  any  occasion  and  against  all  comers.  His 
bold  and  defiant  manner  and  his  biting  sarcasm  had  a  tendency  to 
stimulate  a  belligerent  spirit,  not  only  in  his  opponents,  but  also,  at 
times,  among  the  bystanders.  To  him  every  lawsuit  was  a  prospect- 
ive battle  and  he  prepared  himself  in  advance  to  fight  it  out  and  to 
force  victory  by  superior  fighting,  in  doing  so  he  relied  for  success 
more  upon  his  presentation  of  facts  and  the  force  of  his  logic  than 
embellishments  of  speech  or  grace  of  diction — more  upon  his  power 
to  convince  than  his  power  to  persuade.  But  back  of  his  defiant 
manner  was  a  kind  heart  and  a  deep  sense  of  justice  which  was  gen- 
erally appreciated. 

Let  the  presentation  and  remarks  be  entered  of  record  in  the 
court 
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W11.BEET,    Administratrix,    Kespondent,    vs.     Sheboygan 
Light,  Power  &  Eailway  Company,  imp..  Appellant. 

February  27— June  21,  1906, 

Electricity:  Duty  of  persona  using:  Negligence:  Failure  of  lighting 
company  to  repair  defects:  Escape  of  current  to  other  wires. 
Liability  for  injuries,  etc, 

1.  A  high  degree  of  watchfulness  for  the  prevention  of  accidents  is 

imposed  upon  persons  using  electric  currents,  and  such  watch- 
fulness should  take  Into  account  the  acts  of  strangers  and  of 
the  public  generally. 

2.  A  wire  which  had  been  attached  by  a  stranger  to  a  tree  for  the 

purpose  of  holding  it  upright  was  fastened  at  the  other  end  to 
a  guy  post  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  in  contact  with  the  guy  wire 
of  an  electric  light  pole.  It  became  charged  with  a  current  es- 
caping through  a  defective  insulator  from  the  electric  lamp  to 
the  span  wire  and  thence  to  the  guy  wire,  and  plaintiffs  intes- 
tate was  killed  by  coming  in  contact  with  the  tree  wire  while 
it  was  so  charged.  Upon  the  evidence  it  is  held  that  the  jury 
were  warranted  in  finding  that  these  defective  conditions  had 
existed  for  such  a  length  of  time  that  the  lighting  company 
ought  to  have  discovered  and  remedied  them  before  the  acci- 
dent 

3.  The  existence  of  the  tree  wire  was  not  such  an  extraordinary  and 

unusual  condition  that  it  can  be  said  as  a  matter  of  law  that  it 
was  not  reasonably  to  have  been  apprehended  in  the  conduct  of 
the  company's  business. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Sheboy- 
gan county :  Michael  Kiewan,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  appellant,  the  Sheboygan  Light,  Power  &  Railway 
Company,  is  a  corporation  conducting  its  business  in  the  city 
Vol.  129  —  1 
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of  Sheboygan  under  authority  granted  it  by  the  city.  It  main- 
tains the  poles,  wires,  lamps,  and  station  necessary  for  an  elec- 
tric lighting  business.  In  June,  1902,  it  maintained  a  street 
light  at  the  intersection  of  North  Thirteenth  street  and  Erie 
avenue.  In  maintaining  this  light  it  had  placed  one  electric 
light  pole  at  the  northeast  comer,  and  another  at  the  south- 
west comer,  of  the  intersection  of  these  streets.  To  the  tops 
of  the  poles  was  attached  the  span  wire  from  which  the  street 
lamp  was  suspended.  A  guy  wire  was  attached  to  the  pole  at 
the  southwest  comer  of  this  street  crossing  and  was  also  fast- 
ened, about  four  feet  from  the  ground,  to  a  guy  post,  placed 
to  the  west,  between  the  sidewalk  and  the  gutter.  A  thin  wire 
had  been  stretched  from  this  guy  post,  about  four  feet  from 
the  ground,  to  a  tree,  at  about  nine  feet  from  the  ground.  The 
tree  was  located  to  the  east  and  near  the  light  pole  at  the 
southwest  comer  of  the  street  crossing.  This  wire  had  been 
placed  there  by  one  Mr.  Zurheide,  who  resided  on  the  adjoin- 
ing premises,  for  the  purpose  of  holding  the  tree  upright  and 
to  prevent  its  branches  from  dropping  onto  a  railway  gate 
near  the  tree.  This  wire  was  fastened  to  the  tree  by  a  strap 
and  was  wound  around  the  guy  post  in  contact  with  the  guy 
wire.  The  street  lamp,  which  was  suspended  by  an  interlock- 
ing device  from  the  span  wire  near  the  center  of  the  street 
crossing,  had  a  rope  attached  to  it  which  led  to  the  light  post 
and  was  used  to  raise  and  lower  the  lamp.  When  the  lamp 
was  completely  raised,  the  only  break  in  the  metallic  connec- 
tion from  the  lamp  to  the  span  wire  was  an  insulator  of  the 
usual  type.  This  was  placed  there  to  prevent  the  electric  cur- 
rent, which  fed  the  lamp,  from  passing  from  the  lamp  to  the 
locking  device  and  thence  to  the  span  wire  and  the  other  con- 
nections forming  a  conductor  for  the  electric  current 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  Sheboygan  Light,  Power  & 
Railway  Company  negligently  constructed  and  maintained  its 
plant  at  this  street  crossing,  in  that  it  placed  the  guy  post  with 
the  guy  wire  attached  too  near  the  ground  and  in  contact  with 
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the  span  wire  near  the  top  of  the  light  pole,  and  that  it  neg- 
ligently used  a  defective  insulator  between  the  lamp  and  the 
span  wire,  and  failed  to  exercise  due  care  to  discover  the  tree 
wire,  the  broken  insulator,  and  the  consequent  escape  of  the 
electric  current  It  is  further  alleged  that,  by  reason  of  such 
neglect,  on  the  night  of  June  6,  1902,  one  Hugo  Wilbert, 
without  fault  on  his  part,  while  lawfully  traveling  on  the 
street  crossing,  came  in  contact  with  this  tree  wire,  charged 
with  the  electric  light  current,  which  had  passed  through  the 
defective  insulator  and  thence  to  the  locking  device  and  the 
connecting  wires,  causing  his  immediate  death.  This  action 
is  brought  to  recover  the  damages  resulting  from  his  death. 

At  the  conclusion  of  plaintiff^s  evidence  the  defendant  the 
Sheboygan  Light,  Power  <&  Railway  Company  moved  for  a 
nonsuit  and  also  for  a  direction  of  a  verdict  in  its  favor.  Both 
of  the  motions  were  denied.  The  case  was  then  submitted 
to  the  jury  upon  a  special  verdict,  and  they  found  in  effect: 
(1)  That  Wilbert  was  killed  by  an  electric  current  by  com- 
ing in  contact  with  the  tree  wire ;  (3)  that  the  insulator  above 
the  lamp  was  cracked  and  defective,  permitting  the  electric 
current  to  pass  from  the  lamp  through  the  locking  device  to 
tlie  span  wire ;  (4)  that  the  span  and  guy  wires  were  in  close 
proximity  at  the  top  of  the  light  pole;  (6)  that  the  electric 
current  passed  from  the  lamp  through  the  defective  insula- 
tion, then  through  the  locking  device  and  the  span,  guy,  and 
tree  wires,  and  thence  through  Wilbert's  body  to  the  groimd ; 
(7)  that  this  condition  of  the  lamp,  wires,  and  post,  and  the 
escaping  electricity,  made  the  street  insuflScient  and  danger- 
ous at  this  place;  (8,  9)  that  the  defendant,  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  ought  to  have  discovered  these  defective  and 
dangerous  conditions  and  to  have  remedied  them  before  Wil- 
bert was  killed;  (10)  that  these  defects  were  the  proximate 
cause  of  his  death;  (14)  that  he  was  free  from  contributory 
negligence  in  coming  to  his  death. 

After  verdict  appellant  moved  for  judgment  notwithstand- 
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ing  the  verdict,  and,  in  ease  of  such  motion  being  denied,  it 
moved  to  change  the  answers  to  questions  7  and  8  of  the  ver- 
dict by  striking  out  the  answer  **Yes''  to  each  of  them  and  by 
,  inserting  the  answer  "No,"  and  by  striking  out  the  answers 
to  questions  9  and  10.  These  motions  were  denied,  and  judg- 
ment was  awarded  plaintiff  upon  the  verdict  as  rendered  by 
the  jury.    This  is  an  appeal  from  such  judgment 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Francis  Williams, 
attorney,  and  W.  M,  Wherry,  Jr.,  and  William  Osgood  Mor- 
gan, of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Williams,  They 
contended,  inter  alia,  that  the  inference  by  the  jury  that  it 
might  reasonably  have  been  expected  by  a  man  of  ordinary 
intelligence  and  prudence  that  a  third  person  would  trespass 
on  the  property  of  the  defendant  railway  company,  and  for 
his  own  purposes  attach  to  the  company's  guy  post  and  loop 
around  the  company's  guy  wire  his  own  trespassing  wire,, 
stringing  the  same  to  his  own  shade  tree  for  the  support  there- 
of, in  such  a  position  as  to  obstruct  the  highway  in  violation 
of  a  mimicipal  ordinance,  is  an  inference  that  the  jury  should 
not  have  been  permitted  to  draw,  Atkinson  v,  Ooodrich 
Transp,  Co.  60  Wis.  141 ;  Radmann  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P. 
R,  Co,  78  Wis.  22 ;  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A,  R.  Co.  171  Mass. 
536,  540,  541 ;  Ruber  v.  La  Crosse  City  R.  Co.  92  Wis.  636  ^ 
Kumha  v.  Oilham,  103  Wis.  312 ;  Sharp  v.  Powell,  L.  E.  7 
C.  P.  253;  Elatt  v.  Milwaukee,  53  Wis.  196;  Raymond  v. 
Keseherg,  91  Wis.  191 ;  McFarlane  v.  Sullivan,  99  Wis.  361 ; 
Doherty  v.  Waltham,  4  Gray,  596;  Tutein  v.  Hurley,  98 
Mass.  211 ;  Morris  v.  Brown,  111  N.  Y.  318 ;  Mars  v.  Dela- 
ware &  H.  C.  Co.  54  Hun,  625 ;  Brady  v.  Shepard,  42  App. 
Div.  24;  Malloy  v.  New  York  R.  E.  Asso.  156  N.  Y.  2D5; 
Freeman  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  54  App.  Div.  596; 
Mire  v.  East  La.  R.  Co.  42  La.  Ann.  385  y  Augusta  R.  Co.  v. 
Andrews,  89  Ga.  653. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Simon  Oillen  and 
E.  R.  Veech,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Oillen. 
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The  following  opinion  was  filed  April  17,  1906 : 

SiEBECKER,  J.  Appellant  contends  that  the  evidence  is  in- 
sufl5cient  to  support  the  inference  that  the  negligence  com- 
plained of  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury.  The  plaiilt- 
iflF's  claim  respecting  the  defective  and  dangerous  condition, 
construction,  and  maintenance  of  the  light  plant  is  not  con- 
troverted, but  it  is  asserted  that  the  defendant  had  no  knowl- 
edge that  the  tree  wire  had  been  attached  to  the  guy  wire  and 
post,  or  that  the  lamp  insulator  by  cracking  had  become  defect- 
ive and  unsafe,  thus  permitting  the  electric  current  to  escape 
from  the  lamp  to  the  span  and  guy  wires  and  thence  to  the  tree 
wire.  The  jury  found  that  these  conditions  of  the  plant  made 
the  street  at  the  place  of  accident  dangerous  to  persons  using 
it  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  travel,  and  that  these  danger- 
ous conditions  had  existed  a  sufficient  length  of  time  before 
the  accident  for  the  defendant,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care  and  diligence,  to  have  discovered  and  remedied  thenl. 
It  is  not  questioned  but  that  these  defects  and  the  dangerous 
condition  of  the  street  existed  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  as 
claimed ;  but  it  is  urged  that  the  proof  is  insufficient  to  show 
that  the  insulator  near  the  lamp  had  been  out  of  repair  for  a 
sufficient  length  of  time  to  charge  the  defendant  with  negli- 
gence in  not  having  discovered  it  before  the  accident  occurred. 
There  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  a  few  hours  after  the 
accident  tests  were  made  by  defendant  to  ascertain  whether 
the  guy  wire  was  charged  with  an  electric  current,  and  that 
it  became  so  charged  when,  by  raising  the  lamp  to  its  full 
height,  the  locking  device  of  the  lamp  attached  to  the  span 
wire  interlocked,  indicating  that  the  electric  current  charg- 
ing the  span,  guy,  and  tree  wires  came  from  the  lamp  through 
the  defective  insulator  immediately  above  it.  There  is  evi- 
dence to  the  eflFect  that,  in  the  evening  before  the  accident,  elec- 
tric sparks  were  observed  among  the  tree  branches,  near  the 
span  and  guy  wires,  and  at  points  some  distance  from  the  pole, 
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along  the  wires  leading  to  this  pole  which  supported  the  span 
and  guy  wires.  Several  witnesses  testified  that  they  had  ob- 
served the  branches  of  trees  near  to  and  in  contact  with  these 
wires,  and  had  seen  parts  of  branches  lying  on  the  ground 
below,  the  ends  being  burned  and  charred  and  some  of  them 
having  depressions  burned  into  them,  indicating  contact  with 
heat  It  also  appears  that  the  voltage  of  the  current  was  of 
such  high  potential  that,  if  it  passed  to  these  wires,  it  would 
heat  them.  The  time  during  which  this  burning  was  testi- 
fied to  have  occurred  covered  a  period  of  several  weeks.  The 
evidence  tends  to  show  that  there  wdS  nothing  in  the  appear- 
ance of  things  to  indicate  that  the  defective  condition  of  the 
insulator  may  not  have  existed  for  a  considerable  time  be- 
fore the  accident.  There  was  no  conflict  in  the  proof  as  to 
the  sparks  of  electricity  among  the  wires  at  the  pole  and  the 
burning  of  the  twigs  and  branches.  In  view  of  the  nature  of 
the  business  and  the  circiunstances  of  the  case,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  jury  were  justified  in  their  inference  that 
the  defect  in  the  insulation  had  existed  for  a  sufficient  time 
for  the  appellant,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  in  the  con- 
duct of  the  business,  to  have  discovered  and  repaired  it  be- 
fore the  injury  happened. 

It  is  also  contended  that  there  is  no  basis  for  the  jury's 
finding  that  defendant,  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care, 
ought  to  have  discovered  the  dangers  which  caused  Wilbert's 
death,  and  to  have  removed  them  before  the  accident,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  existence  of  the  tree  wire  was  an  inter- 
vention not  within  reasonable  apprehension  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  events.  If  the  existence  of  the  tree  wire  was  not 
within  the  field  of  reasonable  apprehension,  tlien  appellant's 
contention  is  well  foimded,  for  it  cannot  be  charged  with  neg- 
ligence respecting  the  existence  of  a  condition  not  reasonably 
to  be  anticipated  in  the  course  of  events.  The  question,  there^ 
fore,  is  whether,  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  proven, 
the  existence  of  this  tree  wire  was  an  intervention  such  as 
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appellant  should  reasonably  have  apprehended  as  likely  to 
exist  To  say  that  a  condition  is  reasonably  to  be  apprehended 
does  not  imply  that  the  exact  condition  proven  as  to  the  erec- 
tion of  this  tree  wire  was  to  have  been  expressly  contemplated, 
but  it  implies  that  a  dangerous  condition,  in  the  nature  of  this 
one,  was  likely  to  arise  in  connection  with  the  conduct  of  ap- 
pellant's business.  The  danger  incident  to  the  use  of  elec- 
tricity is  imminent  and  lurking  in  character,  and  a  high  de- 
gree of  watchfulness  for  the  prevention  of  accidents  is  im- 
posed on  persons  handling  it  This  court,  referring  to  the 
care  required  of  those  handling  electricity  and  the  lurking 
danger  to  one  coming  in  contact  with  live  wires,  stated,  in 
Nagle  v.  Hake,  123  Wis.  256,  101  K  W.  409: 

"From  the  very  fact  of  these  known  dangers  .  •  .  [a  per- 
son] must  necessarily  be  charged  with  a  higher  degree  of 
caution  and  diligence  than  one  who  is  dealing  with  sticks  and 
stones  which  can  convey  no  such  concealed  death  stroke." 
Fitzgerald  v.  Edison  E.  J.  Co.  200  Pa.  St  540,  50  Atl.  161 ; 
Mitchell  V.  Raleigh  E.  Co.  129  K  C.  166,  39  S.  E.  801. 

The  watchfulness  needed  to  prevent  such  accidents  should 
take  into  account  the  acta  of  strangers  and  the  public  gen- 
erally. As  above  stated,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  evi- 
dence warrants  the  inference  drawn  by  the  jury,  that,  if  ap- 
pellant had  exercised  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  it  would 
have  discovered  the  defective  insulator  and  that  the  electric 
current  was  escaping  to  the  connecting  guy  and  span  wires, 
and  in  the  performance  of  this  duty  it  would  in  all  reason- 
able probability  have  observed  the  existence  of  this  tree  wire 
and  the  dangers  incident  to  it.  From  this  it  must  follow  that 
the  existence  of  this  tree  wire  was  not  such  an  extraordinary 
and  unusual  condition  that  it  can  be  said  that,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  it  was  not  reasonably  to  be  apprehended  in  the  conduct 
of  appellant's  business.  Under  the  circumstances  the  court 
properly  held  that  the  evidence  supported  the  finding  that  the 
defendant,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  ought  to  have 
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discovered  the  defects  and  dangers  complained  of,  and  to  have 
removed  them  before  Wilbert's  death.  The  follovHing  adjudi- 
cations have  a  bearing  on  this  subject:  Kellogg  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  26  Wis.  223 ;  Atkinson  v.  Goodrich  Transp.  Co. 
60  Wis.  141,  18  N.  W.  764;  Brown  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
B.  Co.  54  Wis.  342, 11  N.  W.  356,  911;  Meyer  v.  Milwaukee 
E.  B.  &  L.  Co.  116  Wis.  336,  93  K  W.  6 ;  Cary  v.  Preferred 
Ace.  Ins.  Co.  127  Wis.  67,  106  N*.  W.  1055;  Morey  v.  Lake 
Superior  T.  &  T.  B.  Co.  125  Wis.  148,  103  K".  W.  271 ;  Gil- 
man  V.  Noyes,  57  N.  H.  627;  Lane  v.  Atlantic  Works,  111 
Mass.  136;  Lowery  v.  Manhattan  B.  Co.  99  IsT.  Y.  158,  1 
N.  E.  608 ;  Jensen  v.  The  Joseph  B.  Thomas,  81  Fed.  578 ; 
McCauley  v.  Norcross,  155  Mass.  584,  30  X.  E.  464. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  trial  court  properly  awarded 
judgment  on  the  special  verdict. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  June  21,  1906. 


West  Conooed  Milling  Company,  Appellant,  vs.  Hosmer 
and  another,  Respondents. 

Felruary  28— June  21,  1906. 

Landlord  and  tenant:  Termination  of  lease  hy  surrender. 

Before  the  expiration  of  their  term  lessees  of  a  mill  told  the  lessor 
that  they  would  have  to  give  up  the  mill,  and  he  replied  that 
they  could  do  so  if  they  would  get  a  man  as  good  as  they  were. 
They  said  they  would  try,  but  paid  no  rent  thereafter,  and  there- 
upon surrendered  the  premises  to  the  lessor,  who  accepted  such 
surrender  and  immediately  took  full  and  exclusive  possession. 
Held,  that  the  lease  was  thereby  terminated  and  the  lessees  re- 
lieved from  further  payment  of  rent. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  La  Crosse 
coimty:  J.  J.  Feuit,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 
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This  is  an  action  by  the  lessor  to  recover  the  balance  of  un- 
paid rent  from  the  lessees.  It  appears  and  is  undisputed  that 
July  17, 1902,  the  plaintiflF  leased  to  the  defendants  the  prem- 
ises described,  with  all  the  buildings  and  appurtenances  there- 
on, for  the  term  of  two  years  from  August  15,  1902,  with  the 
privilege  of  buying  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  for  $6,200. 
The  defendants  therein  agreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  $50  on 
the  15th  day  of  each  month  in  advance  for  and  during  the 
f  uU  term  of  the  lease,  with  an  agreement  that,  if  the  defend- 
ants failed  to  pay  rent  as  specified  or  failed  to  fulfil  any  of 
the  covenants  therein  contained,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
plaintiff  to  re-enter  and  take  possession  of  said  premises  and 
hold  and  enjoy  the  same,  without  such  re-entry  working  a  for- 
feiture of  rents  to  be  paid  and  the  covenants  to  be  performed 
by  the  defendants  for  the  full  term  of  the  lease.  This  action 
was  commenced  to  recover  $400,  being  eight  instalments  of 
rent — the  first  being  that  of  February  15,  1903,  and  the  last 
that  of  September  15, 1903, — with  interest  on  each  instalment 
from  the  day  of  its  default  imtil  paid. 

The  defendants  by  way  of  answer  admitted  the  execution 
of  the  lease  and  the  default  in  paying  the  rent  due  February 
15,  1903,  or  at  any  time  since,  and  by  way  of  counterclaim 
for  $500  damages  alleged  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  lease 
the  plaintiff  represented  to  the  defendants  that  the  gristmill 
was  in  good  condition  and  would  do  good  work,  and  the  de- 
fendants, relying  upon  such  representations,  made  the  lease, 
whereas,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  as  the  plaintiff  then  well  knew, 
the  elevator  pit  was  improperly  constructed  and  leaked,  and 
became  full  of  water  and  wet,  and  spoiled  a  large  quantity 
of  grain  and  injured  and  spoiled  the  flour  made  therefrom; 
that  by  reason  of  such  defects  the  defendants  could  not  use 
the  mill,  and  so  quit  and  surrendered  possession  thereof  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  such  surrender 
of  such  premises.  The  plaintiff  replied  to  the  counterclaim 
by  way  of  a  general  denial. 
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A  trial  being  had,  the  jury  at  the  close  thereof  returned  a 
special  verdict  to  the  effect  (1)  that  the  elevator  pit  in  the 
mill  was  so  improperly  constructed  or  out  of  repair  that  it 
would  leak'and  fill  with  water  to  the  extent  that  the  elevator 
cups  would  dip  water  and  injure  wheat  therein;  (2)  that 
such  defect  in  the  elevator  pit  was  not  capable  of  being  ascer- 
tained by  a  reasonably  careful  and  prudent  person  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence  in  inspecting  the  mill 
generally;  (3)  that  the  defendants  in  the  operation  of  said 
mill  could  not,  by  using  ordinary  care  and  diligence,  have 
prevented  the  wheat  in  the  elevator  pit  from  becoming  wet 
from  water  therein ;  (4)  that  when  the  lease  in  question  was- 
made  the  president  of  the  plaintiff  corporation,  with  whom 
such  contract  was  negotiated,  knew  that  said  elevator  pit  was^ 
defective  and  in  a  dangerous  condition,  so  that  it  would  fill 
with  water  and  injure  the  wheat  therein;  (5)  that  the  de- 
fendants did  sustain  damage  from  wheat  becoming  wet  in 
the  elevator  pit  in  the  sum  of  $232.50;  (6)  that  the  defend- 
ants, when  they  paid  their  rent  under  the  lease  on  August  14^^ 

1902,  and  the  following  months  thereafter  to  February  15, 

1903,  did  have  knowledge  of  the  defective  condition  of  the 
elevator  pit  (answered  by  the  court)  ;  (7)  that  the  defend- 
ants did  surrender  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  did  take 
full  and  exclusive  possession  of,  the  leased  promises,  and 
accept  such  surrender,  except  as  authorized  by  the  lease; 
(8)  that  the  plaintiff  did  take  such  exclusive  possession  im- 
mediately; (9)  that  the  use  of  the  mill  as  a  mill  was  mate- 
rially lessened  by  reason  of  such  condition,  when  operated 
with  ordinary  care  and  prudence. 

Thereupon  the  court  by  order  denied  the  defendants'  mo- 
tion for  judgment  upon  the  answers  of  the  jury  to  questions  5 
and  6  in  said  special  verdict,  and  further  ordered  that  the 
answer  of  the  jury  to  question  3  in  the  special  verdict  be 
changed  from  the  negative  to  the  aflSrmative,  so  that  it  found, 
in  effect,  that  the  defendants,  in  the  operation  of  the  mill,. 
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could  by  using  ordinary  care  and  diligence  have  prevented 
the  wheat  in  the  elevator  pit  from  becoming  wet  from  the 
water  therein;  and  further  ordered  that  the  answer  to  ques- 
tion 7  in  the  special  verdict  be  changed  from  the  aflSrmative 
to  the  negative,  so  that  it  found,  in  effect,  that  the  defendants 
did  not  surrender  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  did  not 
take  full  and  exclusive  possession  of,  the  leased  premises,  and 
accept  such  surrender,  except  as  authorized  by  the  lease ;  and 
it  was  further  ordered  that  upon  the  remaining  questions^ 
to  wit,  1,  2,  4,  8,  and  9,  of  the  special  verdict,  and  the  uncon- 
tradicted evidence,  judgment  be  entered  for  the  defendants, 
dismissing  the  action,  with  costs.  Thereupon  and  on  motion 
of  the  defendants  judgment  was  entered  dismissing  the  plaint- 
iff's complaint,  with  $34.90  costs.  From  that  judgment  the 
plaintiff  appeals. 

Mills  Tourtellotte,  for  the  appellant 

C  L.  Hood,  for  the  respondents. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  April  17,  1906 : 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  Most  of  the  findings  of  the  jury  were  in 
favor  of  the  defendants.  They  were  to  the  effect  that  the 
elevator  pit  was  improperly  constructed  and  leaked;  that  such 
defect  was  known  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  making  the 
lease,  but  was  not  discoverable  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care  and  diligence  in  inspecting  the  miU  generally ;  that  the 
use  of  the  mill  was  materially  lessened  by  reason  of  such  de- 
fect; and  that  the  defendants  had  sustained  damage  by  rea- 
son thereof  in  the  sum  of  $232.50.  But  the  defendants  were 
not  allowed  to  recover  such  damages  on  their  coimterclaim, 
because  the  court  found,  upon  the  undisputed  facts,  that  by 
using  or4inary  care  and  diligence  in  operating  the  mill  the 
defendants  could  have  prevented  the  wheat  in  the  elevator  pit 
from  becoming  wet  from  the  water  therein,  and  that  they 
paid  their  rent  monthly  in  advance  under  the  lease  for  each 
of  the  first  six  months  of  its  duration  with  full  knowledge  of 
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such  defective  condition  of  the  elevator  pit.  So  the  defend- 
ants were  defeated  on  their  counterclaim,  and,  since  they  have 
not  appealed,  the  controversy  as  to  that,  and  the  ruling  of  the 
court  thereon,  are  necessarily  eliminated  from  the  case.  The 
important  question  for  determination  is  whether,  upon  the 
facts  foimd  by  the  jury  and  the  undisputed  evidence,  the 
court  was  justified  in  dismissing  the  complaint  and  ordering 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  The  defendants  claim 
that  they  were  justified  in  refusing  to  pay  the  seventh  instal- 
ment of  rent,  and  those  subsequently  accruing,  by  reason  of 
the  defective  condition  and  leakage  of  the  elevator  pit,  which 
materially  lessened  the  use  of  the  mill,  and  which  facts  were 
known  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  making  the  lease,  but 
were  unknown  to  the  defendants  at  that  time,  and  not  then 
discoverable  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence  in 
inspecting  the  mill  generally.  In  addition  to  the  facts  stated 
it  appears  and  is  undisputed,  in  effect,  that  a  short  time  after 
the  defendants  had  paid  the  instalment  of  rent  due  January 
15, 1903,  and  before  the  next  monthly  instalment  became  due, 
the  defendants  informed  the  plaintiff  that  they  would  have 
to  give  up  the  mill ;  that  the  plaintiff  replied  that  they  could 
do  so  if  they  would  get  a  man  as  good  as  they  were ;  that  the 
defendants  said  they  would  try,  but  never  paid  any  rent  there- 
after; and  thereupon,  and  on  or  about  February  15,  1903,  the 
defendants  surrendered  the  leased  premises  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  plaintiff  accepted  such  surrender  and  immediately 
took  full  and  exclusive  possession  thereof,  and  has  retained 
such  possession  ever  since. 

Did  such  facts  relieve  the  defendants  from  further  pay- 
ment of  rent?  In  an  English  case  decided  by  the  court  of 
King's  Bench  long  ago,  a  dispute  had  arisen  between  the  land- 
lord and  tenant,  wliereupon  ^^the  tenant  said  to  the  landlord, 
*I  shall  quit,'  and  the  latter  said,  *You  may  do  so,  and  I  shall 
be  glad  to  get  rid  of  you.'  "  Thereupon  the  tenant  removed 
Jier  furniture  from  the  i)remiscs  and  sent  the  keys  to  the  land- 
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lord,  who  accepted  them,  whereupon  the  landlord  brought 
assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
landlord  "could  neither  recover  the  rent,  which  by  virtue  of 
the  original  contract  would  have  become  due  at  the  expiration 
of  the  current  quarter,  nor  rent  pro  rata  for  the  actual  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises  for  any  period  short  of  the  quarter." 
Grimman  v.  Legge,  8  B.  &  C.  324.  To  the  same  effect,  Auer 
V,  Penn,  92  Pa.  St  444.  In  this  last  case  it  was  held  that 
"by  such  acceptance  and  surrender  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  is  ended;  and  the  landlord,  having  taken  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  either  personally  or  by  another  tenant, 
is  estopped  from  collecting  rent"  This  court  has  held  that 
"if  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  the  lessee  offers  to  sur- 
render the  lease,  and  the  lessor  thereupon  takes  exclusive  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  this  amounts  to  a  surrender  and  ac- 
ceptance which  terminates  the  lease."  Kneeland  v.  Schmidt^ 
78  Wis.  345,  47  K  W.  438.  To  the  same  effect,  Maxon  v. 
Gates,  112  Wis.  196,  201,  88  N.  W.  54,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Commercial  H,  Co.  v.  Brill  123  Wis.  638,  642,  101  K  W. 
1101.  We  must  hold  that  the  plaintiff,  having  accepted  such 
surrender  of  the  leased  premises  and  taken  full  and  exclusive 
possession  thereof,  was  thereby  estopped  from  collecting  rent 
which  otherwise  would  have  accrued  under  the  lease,  subse- 
quent to  such  surrender. 

We  find  no  reversible  error  in  the  record. 

By  the  Court. — The  jlidgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  June  21,  1906. 
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Golden  and  another,  Appellants,  vs.  Meier  and  others,  Re- 
spondents. ^ 

March  BB—June  21, 1906. 

Written  contract:  Parol  evidence  of  condition  precedent  to  it9  tak- 
ing effect 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  written  contract  not  un- 
der seal,  though  manually  delivered,  was  not  to  become  a  bind- 
ing or  valid  contract  until  the  performance  of  some  condition 
precedent,  even  though  the  written  instrument  itself  enumer- 
ates other  conditions  precedent  to  its  becoming  operative  and 
taking  effect,  where  such  written  conditions  are  not  repugnant 
to  the  one  sought  to  be  shown  by  parol 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Pierce 
<?ounty :  E.  W.  Hei.ms,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of 
the  following  alleged  ccfntract : 

''Know  all  men  by  these  presents:  That  we,  the  under- 
signed, whose  names  are  hereto  subscribed,  all  of  the  county 
of  Pierce  and  state  of.  Wisconsin,  do  hereby  associate  our- 
selves together  as  a  co-operative  association  under  the  name 
of  the  Prescott  Creamery  Association,  for  the  purpose  of 
manufacturing  our  butter  at  actual  cost.  It  is  agreed  that  the 
place  of  business  or  creamery  plant  proposed  to  be  erected 
shall  be  located  at  or  near  Prescott,  Wisconsin.  It  is  further 
agreed  in  consideration  of  the  mutual  benefits  herein  agreed 
by  and  between  the  members  of  said  association  and  whose 
names  are  hereto  subscribed  as  parties  of  the  first  part,  and 
Golden  and  Tobias  as  parties  of  the  second  part,  as  foUows, 
to  wit : 

"It  is  hereby  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties  of  the  first 
part  and  the  parties  of  the  second  part  that  the  parties  of  the 
first  part  shall  consist  of  not  less  than  thirty-three  members, 
whose  names  shall  be  subscribed  hereto,  before  this  agreement 
shall  become  operative  and  take  effect  upon  either  party.  The 
parties  of  the  first  part  agree  to  furnish  free  of  charge  suffi- 
cient land  for  a  suitable  location,  and  reasonably  level,  on 
which   the   creamery   building   shall   be   erected,   and   said 
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:first  party  shall  also  furnish  free  of  charge  on  the  creamery 
grounds  aforesaid  a  sufficient  well  of  good,  pure  water.  Said 
ground  shall  be  furnished  said  second  parties  on  or  before 
the  1st  day  of  April,  1904,  so  as  not  to  delay  the  erection  of 
said  creamery. 

"And  it  is  agreed  that  the  parties  of  the  second  part  shall 
build,  equip,  and  complete  for  said  parties  of  the  first  part 
on  or  before  the  Ist  day  of  June,  1904,  a  creamery  plant  on 
said  location  aforesaid,  as  per  plans  and  specifications  and 
list  of  machinery  and  appliances  hereto  attached,  for  the  con- 
sideration of  thirty-three  hundred  dollars,  which  said  sum  of 
thirty-three  hundred  dollars  the  parties  of  the  first  part  here- 
by covenant  and  agree  to  pay  said  parties  of  the  second  part, 
their  heirs  or  assigns,  with  interest  from  June  1,  1904,  at  six 
per  cent  per  annum  as  follows,  to  wit:  $1,100  January  1, 
1905,  $1,100  January  1,  1906,  $1,100  January  1,  1907. 

"It  is  further  agreed  that  the  parties  of  the  first  part  shall 
appoint  a  president  and  secretary  to  act  as  said  association's 
representatives  in  looking  after  tJie  erection  of  said  creamery 
plant  and  whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  accept  said  creamery  plant 
for  said  parties  of  the  first  part,  upon  notice  in  writing  to 
them  by  said  second  parties  of  the  completion  of  said  plant, 
and  should  said  representatives  aforesaid  fail  to  notify  said 
parties  of  the  second  part  in  writing  of  the  acceptance  by 
them  of  said  creamery  plant  as  herein  mentioned  vnthin  six 
days  after  the  second  party  gives  them  notice  of  the  comple- 
tion of  said  plant,  the  same  shall  stand  accepted  without  any 
further  act'' 

The  complaint  sets  up  the  contract  and  alleges  that  defend- 
ants were  copartners  and  failed  to  perform  on  their  part,  and 
refused  to  permit  plaintiffs  to  perform,  in  consequence  of 
which  they  sustained  $1,225  damages.  The  answer  specific- 
ally denies  that  defendants  were  partners,  and  alleges  that 
at  the  time  each  defendant  affixed  his  signature  to  the  writ- 
ten agreement  it  was  specially  agreed  that  said  agreement  was 
not  to  become  binding  or  effective  for  any  purpose  imtil  tHe 
plaintiffs  had  obtained  from  the  signers  of  such  agreement  a 
pledge  in  writing  to  furnish  for  the  use  of  the  creamery  when 
erected  the  milk  from  250  to  350  cows,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
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wholly  failed  to  obtain  such  pledge,  and  that  the  defendants 
signed  the  instrument  relying  upon  the  agreement  that  such 
contract  would  not  become  effective  or  of  any  binding  force 
until  the  plaintiffs  had  obtained  such  pledge,  and  that  it  was 
well  understood  between  plaintiffs  and  defendants  that  such 
creamery  could  not  be  run  so  as  to  pay  expenses  with  less  than 
the  number  of  cows  specified.  The  answer  contained  other 
defenses  not  necessary  to  state. 

The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  and  a  jury,  and  a  special 
verdict  returned  to  the  effect  that  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
signed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  by  twenty-five  of  the 
defendants  there  was  an  agreement  between  them  and  the 
plaintiffs  that  such  contract  should  not  become  binding  upon 
such  defendants  until  agreements  were  obtained  from  various 
individuals  to  furnish  in  the  aggregate  the  product  of  at  least 
between  250  and  350  cows  to  the  proposed  creamery.  Mo- 
tions were  made  by  plaintiffs  to  set  aside  the  answers  to 
the  questions  and  for  judgment  notwithstanding  the  ver- 
dict, and  the  defendants  moved  for  judgment  on  the  verdict. 
Plaintiffs'  motions  were  denied  and  defendants'  granted,  and 
judgment  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendants  and  against  the 
plaintiffs,  dismissing  the  complaint,  from  which  this  appeal 
was  taken. 

Thomas  M,  Casey,  for  the  appellants. 

F.  M.  White,  for  the  respondents. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  April  17,  1006 : 

Kerwin,  J.  The  only  question  necessary  to  consider  on 
this  appeal  is  whether  evidence  was  properly  admitted  to  show 
that  it  was  agreed  at  the  time  respondents,  or  somfe  of  them,. 
aflSxed  their  signatures  to  the  written  agreement  that  it  should 
not  become  binding  or  effective  for  any  purpose  until  the  ap- 
pellants had  obtained  from  the  signers  of  such  agreement  a 
pledge  in  writing  to  furnish  for  the  use  of  the  creamery  men- 
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tioned  in  the  agreement,  when  erected,  the  milk  from  250  to 
350  cows.  It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  that 
the  evidence  offered  that  the  agreement  signed  was  not  to  go 
into  effect  until  such  pledge  was  obtained  was  not  admissible 
since  the  contract  in  question  is  complete  and  contained  the 
provision  "that  the  parties  of  the  first  part  shall  consist  of  not 
less  than  thirty-three  members,  whose  names  shall  be  sub- 
scribed hereio,  before  this  agreement  shall  become  operative 
and  take  effect  upon  either  party.''  It  is  contended  that  the 
provision  in  the  written  agreement  to  the  effect  that  it  shall 
not  be  valid  imtil  signed  by  thirty-three  members  precludes 
testimony  of  any  condition  precedent  to  the  taking  effect  of 
the  agreement.  Counsel  relies  wholly  upon  United  E.  &  C, 
Co.  V.  Broadnax,  136  Fed.  351,  which  case  he  says  is  the  only 
one  he  has  been  able  to  find  passing  upon  the  exact  question 
here.  It  is  true  the  Broadnax  Case  appears  to  support  the 
contention  of  appellants  to  the  effect  that,  where  the  written 
instrument  enumerates  conditions  precedent  to  its  validity,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  written  enumerations  are  exhaust- 
ive and  that  parol  evidence  to  add  to  them  should  be  excluded. 
This  case,  however,  appears  to  be  out  of  harmony  with  the 
case  of  WcLve  v.  Allen,  128  TI.  S.  590,  9  Sup.  Ct.  174.  Coun- 
sel for  appellants  attempts  to  distinguish  Ware  v.  Allen  from 
the  Broadnax  Case.  In  ^Yare  v.  Allen  the  agreement  pro- 
vided in  terms  that  it  should  be  void  if  the  promisor  should 
be  defeated  in  a  certain  suit,  but  in  other  respects  was  a  valid, 
binding  obligation.  Yet  it  was  held  that  evidence  was  ad- 
missible to  show  that  before  the  paper  was  signed  it  was  un- 
derstood that  the  agreement  was  to  be  of  no  effect  unless,  upon 
consultation  with  certain  parties,  the  promisor  was  assured 
that  certain  proceedings  involved  in  the  transaction  were  law- 
ful. So  it  will  be  seen  that  this  case  on  principle  is  in  sub- 
stantial conflict  with  the  Broadnax  Case  and  holds  that,  not- 
withstanding there  were  conditions  in  the  contract  to  the  effect 
Vol.  129—2 
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that  it  should  be  valid  only  upon  certain  contingencies,  still 
other  conditions  precedent  to  its  validity  might  be  shown.  At 
page  595  of  128  U.  S,  (9  Sup.  Ct  176)  the  court  said: 

"We  are  of  opinion  that  this  evidence  shows  that  the  con- 
tract upon  which  this  suit  is  brought  never  went  into  effect ; 
that  the  condition  upon  which  it  was  to  become  operative  never 
occurred,  and  that  it  is  not  a  question  of  contradicting  or  vary- 
ing a  written  instrument  by  parol  testimony,  but  tliat  it  is 
one  of  that  class  of  cases,  well  recognized  in  the  law,  by  which 
an  instrument,  whether  delivered  to  a  third  person  as  an 
escrow  or  to  the  obligee  in  it,  is  made  to  depend,  as  to  its  go- 
ing into  operation,  upon  events  to  occur  or  be  ascertained 
thereafter." 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  here  the  admissibility  of 
evidence  to  prove  a  condition  precedent  wholly  repugnant  to 
the  expressed  terms  of  the  agreement  in  question,  since  the 
evidence  offered  is  not  in  conflict  with  such  agreement,  but  is 
independent  of  or  collateral  to  it  If  the  condition  precedent 
be  performed  according  to  the  terms  of  the  condition  sought  to ' 
be  proved  by  parol,  the  writing  will  have  full  force  and  effect 
according  to  its  terms.  If  the  condition  precedent  be  not  per- 
formed, then  the  contract  will  never  have  vitality  or  become 
a  binding  agreement  If  the  pledge  in  writing  be  furnished 
by  the  plaintiffs,  then  the  agreement  in  writing,  according  to 
its  expressed  terms,  when  signed  by  the  thirty-three  members, 
will  have  full  force  and  effect 

The  question  in  this  class  of  cases  is  not,  however,  whether 
the  condition  sought  to  be  proved  is  in  conflict  with  or  varies 
the  writing,  but  whether  the  written  paper  purporting  to  be  a 
contract  shall  ever  take  effect  as  such.  Proof  of  the  nonper- 
formance of  the  condition  precedent  has  the  effect  of  establish- 
ing the  fact  that  the  writing  purporting  to  be  a  contract  never 
in  fact  took  effect  as  such.  It  is  well  settled  both  in  England 
and  this  country  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that 
a  written  contract  not  under  seal,  although  manually  deliv- 
ered, was  not  to  become  a  binding  or  valid  contract  until  the 
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performance  of  some  condition  precedent.  The  purpose  of 
such  evidence  is  to  show  that  the  written  instrument  was  not, 
except  in  the  contingency  named,  to  become  a  contract,  and 
that  the  contingency  never  happened;  and  it  therefore  does 
not  contradict  the  writing.  Nutting  v.  Minn.  F.  Ins.  Co.  98 
Wis.  26,  73  N.  W.  432;  State  ex  rel.  Jones  v.  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  121  Wis.  110,  98  N.  W.  930 ;  Ware  v.  Allen,  128 
IT.  S.  590,  9  Sup.  Ct  174;  Thome  v.  JEtna  Ins.  Co.  102  Wis. 
593,  78  N.  W.  920;  Skaaraas  v.  Finnegan,  31  Minn.  48,  16 
N.  W.  456 ;  Blewitt  v.  Boorum,  142  K  Y.  357,  37  N.  E.  119 ; 
Burlce  v.  Duluney,  153  IT.  S.  228,  14  Sup.  Ct.  816 ;  Wilson 
V.  Powers,  131  Mass.  539;  McFarland  v.  Sikes,  54  Conn. 
250,  7  Atl.  408;  Benton  v.  Martin,  52  K  Y.  570;  Rey- 
nolds V.  Robinson,  110  K  Y.  654,  18  K  E.  127;  Hart- 
ford F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  187  U.  S.  467,  23  Sup.  Ct  189 ; 
2  Jones,  Ev.  §  478;  2  Taylor,  Ev.  (8th  ed.)  §  1135; 
Pym  V.  Campbell,  6  El.  &  Bl.  370.  It  seems  to  be  firmly  es- 
tablished by  the  foregoing  cases  and  many  others  which  might 
be  cited  that  "the  manual  delivery  of  an  instrument  may  al- 
ways be  proved  to  have  been  on  a  condition  which  has  not 
been  fulfilled,  in  order  to  avoid  its  effect  This  is  not  to  show 
any  modification  or  alteration  of  the  written  agreement,  but 
that  it  never  became  operative,  and  that  its  obligation  never 
<;ommenced."  Wilson  v.  Powers,  131  Mass.  539,  540.  We 
think  this  well-settled  doctrine  rules  the  case  at  bar. 

Counsel  for  appellant  refers  to  the  language  of  this  court  in 
Thome  v.  JEtna  Ins.  Co.,  supra,  to  the  effect  that  this  rule 
approaches  closely  to  an  infringement  upon  the  principle  that 
a  written  contract  cannot  be  varied  or  contradicted  by  parol, 
and,  therefore,  such  defense  is  subject  to  suspicion.  But, 
<5onceding  that  the  rule  should  be  cautiously  applied  and  the 
facts  clearly  proved,  the  case  at  bar  is  strictly  within  the  rule. 
The  written  pledge  amoimting  to  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
validity  of  the  contract  was  fully  proved  and  found  by  the' 
jury.     The  pledge  was  presented  and  signed  by  several  at  the 
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time  the  agreement  •In  question  was  being  signed.  But  the 
plaintiffs  failed  to  secure  a  pledge  in  writing  for  the  product 
of  the  number  of  cows  agreed  to  be  furnished,  and  hence  failed 
to  show  a  performance  of  the  condition  precedent  necessary  to 
give  validity  to  the  contract  It  follows  that  the  evidence  of- 
fered to  prove  the  condition  precedent  to  the  validity  of  the 
contract  was  properly  admitted,  and  that  the  judgment,  there- 
fore, must  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court — ^Judgment  affirmed. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.,  took  no  part 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  June  21,  1906. 


Komp,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in  error. 

ApHZ  tl—yTune  21,  1906, 

Perjury:  False  affidavit:  Evidence:  Administration  of  oath:  Examina- 
tion of  witnesses  hy  court:  Order  of  proof, 

1.  The  official  certificate  of  a  notary,  with  proof  of  the  authenticity 

of  his  and  the  affiant's  signatures,  is  prima  facie  proof  of  the 
proper  execution  of  an  affidavit;  and  in  a  prosecution  for  per- 
jury based  thereon  evidence  that  the  oath  was  never  actually 
administered  must  be  strong  and  convincing  to  authorize  the 
court  to  take  the  case  from  the  Jury.  , 

2.  Although,  in  such  a  case,  the  defendant  testified  positively  that 

the  notary  never  administered  any  oath,  and  the  notary  could 
not  testify  to  a  distinct  remembrance  of  the  exact  facts  of  the 
transaction,  which  occurred  about  three  years  before  the  trial, 
the  official  certificate  and  the  notary's  testimony  as  to  his  prac- 
tice and  his  recollection  as  aided  by  the  document  itself  are 
held  sufficient  to  sustain  a  conviction. 

3.  The  trial  judge  may,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  ex- 

amine or  cross-examine  a  witness  in  a  criminal  case;  but  the 
power  should  be  most  carefully  exercised  for  the  purpose  of 
making  clear  that  which  is  not  clear,  and  the  questions  should 
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not  betray  bias  or  prejudice  nor  carry  to  the  Jury  the  impression 
that  the  Judge  has  made  up  his  mind  as  to  the  facts. 
4.  The  question  being  as  to  the  truth  of  an  affldayit  that  fifty  per 
cent  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  trust  company  had  been  paid  in 
in  cash,  evidence  that  the  affiant,  who  held  a  large  part  of  the 
stock,  was  in  straitened  circumstances  at  and  prior  to  the  time 
the  stock  was  issued  was  admissible,  and  error  in  admitting 
such  evidence  before  any  proof  as  to  the  amount  of  stock  held 
by  the  affiant  was  cured  by  the  subsequent  production  of  such 
proof. 

Ebeoe  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Keno- 
sha county:  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Martin  J.  Oillen,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attorney 
General,  A.  C.  Titus,  assistant  attorney  general,  and  Robert 
Verne  Baker,  district  attorney  of  Kenosha  county,  and  oral 
argument  by  Mr.  Titus. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  Franh  8.  Komp  was  prosecuted  and  con- 
victed of  the  crime  of  perjury,  and  brings  his  writ  of  error  to 
reverse  the  judgment 

It  appeared  on  the  trial  that  in  the  month  of  October,  1902, 
Komp  organized  an  incorporated  trust  company  at  Kenosha, 
Wisconsin,  with  a  nominal  capital  stock  of  $50,000,  and  be- 
<»me  president  of  the  company ;  that  on  or  about  October  80, 
1902,  an  aflSdavit  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Peter  Fisher,  a  lawyer 
and  notary  public  residing  at  Kenosha,  as  required  by  the 
terms  of  sec  1791d,  Stats.  1898,  stating  that  fifty  per  cent. 
of  the  capital  stock  of  said  corporation  had  been  paid  in  in 
<5ash ;  that  this  affidavit  received  the  signature  of  Mr.  Komp 
and  purports  to  have  been  sworn  to  before  Mr.  Fisher  on  said 
last-named  date,  and  was  afterward  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  qf  state ;  and  that  no  more  than  $1,000  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  had  in  fact  been  paid  in  in  cash  at  that  time. 

The  first  and  most  serious  contention  is  that  the  evidence 
was  not  sufficient  to  justify  a  finding  that  the  affidavit  was 
-ever  in  fact  sworn  to.     It  bore  the  jurat  and  official  signature 
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and  seal  of  Mr.  Fisher,  but  Komp  testified  that  it  was  drawn 
by  Mr.  Fisher  at  his  request  and  delivered  to  him  (Komp) 
October  30th,  that  he  took  it  to  his  own  oflBce  and  there  signed 
it,  and  a  day  or  two  afterward  returned  it  to  Mr.  Fisher, 
signed,  and  told  him  it  was  all  right,  and  Mr.  Fisher  took  it 
but  never  administered  any  oath.  On  the  other  hand,  Mr. 
Fisher  testified  after  examination  of  the  paper  that  to  his  best 
belief  and  judgment  he  administered  the  oath  to  Komp  on  or 
about  the  date  of  the  jurat.  On  cross-examination  he  testified 
that  he  was  a  busy  man,  and  administered  many  oaths ;  that 
he  kept  no  record  of  them ;  that  he  did  considerable  work  of 
this  nature  for  Mr.  Komp;  that  his  testimony  was  based  oh  the 
fact  that  he  made  a  practice  not  to  put  his  name  to  a  jurat  un- 
less he  swore  the  afiiant,  and  upon  the  fact  that  he  found  his 
name  signed  to  the  jurat  and  the  affiant's  name  signed  to  the 
affidavit;  that  he  had  no  definite  recollection  independent  of 
the  papers,  and  that  his  best  judgment,  based  upon  the  facts 
stated,  was  that  the  oath  was  administered.  Upon  rebuttal, 
after  hearing  the  testimony  of  Mr,  Komp,  Mr.  Fisher  was 
again  put  upon  the  stand  and  testified  as  follows : 

"A.  My  best  recollection  of  that  transaction,  since  I  have 
heard  Mr.  Komp  testify,  is  this :  That  the  affidavit  was  pre- 
pared by  us  and  either  sent  to  or  delivered  to  Mr.  Komp;  that 
he  brought  it  back  to  my  office  tbo  same  <iay,  or  very  soon  after- 
wards; that  he  said  he  had  read  over  the  affidavit,  and  that 
it  was  all  right ;  showed  me  his  name ;  said  he  had  signed  it. 
We  were  standing  by  the  table  in  my  waiting  room,  and  I 
said,  'Mr.  Komp,  you  swear  that  the  facts  set  forth  in  this 
affidavit  are  true?'  and  he  said,  'Yes.'  Then  I  took  it  and 
went  into  the  back  room  and  I  don't  think  Mr.  Komp  came 
in;  signed  the  jurat  and  put  on  the  seal.  I  am  not  abso- 
lutely sure  of  this,  but  from  his  statement  this  afternoon  it 
seems  to  me  that  is  the  way  the  transaction  took  place.  I 
would  like  to  say  in  connection  with  iJiat,  that  on  account  of 
certain  occurrences  at  one  time  some  years  before  it,  when  Mr. 
Cavanaugh  and  I  were  partners,  we  had  said  that  we  never 
would  put  our  names,  either  one  of  us,  to  a  jurat  without 
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swearing  a  party.  I  am  trying  ever  since  to  carry  that  out 
I  am  relying  somewhat  upon  my  practice  about  that,  perhaps 
full  as  much  as  my  memory,  in  this  specified  case. 

"Cross-examination:  Q.  Standing  alone  on  your  recollec- 
tion of  the  transaction,  will  and  can  you  deny  positively  that 
what  Frank  S.  Komp  stated  here  is  not  true?  A.  I  deem 
my  answer  too  important  in  this  case  to  say  that  I  can.  It 
is  my  best  judgment  that  it  is  not  true,  but  it  is  important, 
and  I  will  not  say  that  he  cannot,  in  any  event,  be  right" 

The  official  certificate,  with  proof  of  authenticity  of  the  sig- 
natures of  the  aflBant  and  the  officer,  was  sufficient  prim^  facie 
proof  of  the  proper  execution  of  the  affidavit  State  v.  Madi- 
gan,  57  Minn.  425,  59  N.  W.  490;  Comm.  v.  Warden,  11 
Met.  406.  Mere  want  of  present  recollection  as  to  the  exact 
circumstances  under  which  the  oath  was  taken  will  not  neces- 
sarily control  the  presumption  of  fact  arising  from  the  official 
certificate.  Comm,  v.  Kimball,  108  Mass.  473.  It  is  fre- 
quently held  that  the  evidence  must  be  perfectly  dear,  con- 
vincing, and  satisfactory  in  order  to  justify  a  court  in  hold- 
ing that  an  official  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  a  deed 
is  false.  Linde  v.  Gudden,  109  Wis.  326,  85  K  W.  323. 
This  presumption  of  fact  arising  from  the  certificate  may,  of 
course,  be  rebutted  by  evidence  that  the  oath  was  never  actu- 
ally administered,  but  such  rebutting  testimony  must  neces- 
sarily be  strong  and  convincing  to  authorize  the  court  to  take 
the  case  from  the  jury.  Ordinarily  the  issue  thus  presented 
will  be  an  issue  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  Were  the 
rule  otherwise  it  would  be  very  easy  to  defeat  a  prosecution 
for  perjury  when  the  affidavit  was  sworn  to  before  a  busy  man. 
Such  a  man  will  rarely  have  personal  recollection  of  the  fact, 
and  the  best  that  he  can  do  will  probably  .be  to  testify  gener- 
ally to  his  practice  and  his  recollection,  as  aided  by  the  docu- 
ment before  him.  The  testimony  of  Mr.  Fisher  bears  the  im- 
press of  the  testimony  of  a  careful,  conscientious  officer,  one 
who  desired  to  state  exactly  the  facts  within  his  recollection, 
no  more  and  no  less.     It  really  is  more  persuasive  than  an  at- 
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tempt  to  testify  to  a  distinct  present  recollection  of  the  exact 
facts  of  a  transaction  occurring  in  the  midst  of  active  business 
affairs  some  three  years  before.  We  entertain  no  doubt  of 
its  entire  suflBciency,  in  connection  with  the  official  certificate, 
to  sustain  the  verdict  rendered. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  circuit  judge  of  his  own 
motion  carefully  examined  the  accused  as  to  the  circumstances 
of  his  delivery  of  the  paper  to  Mr.  Fisher,  and  this  examina- 
tion is  now  complained  of  as  tending  to  prejudice  the  accused 
in  the  minds  of  the  jury  by  giving  them  to  understand  that 
he  disbelieved  his  version  of  the  transaction.  The  right  of  a 
trial  judge,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  to  examine 
or  cross-examine  a  witness  cannot  be  doubted.  It  is  a  right 
that  is  sometimes  most  valuable  in  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice, but  it  should  be  most  carefully  exercised,  and  the  ques- 
tions put  should  not  betray  bias  or  prejudice,  nor  carry  to  the 
jury  the  impression  that  the  judge  has  made  up  his  mind  as 
to  the  facts.  The  questions  should  be  framed  to  make  clear 
that  which  is  not  dear.  Within  these  limits  there  can  be  no 
just  fault  found  with  the  fact  that  the  trial  judge  asks  some 
questions  of  a  witness.  Yanke  v.  State,  51  Wis.  464,  8  N. 
W.  276;  12  Cyc.  639;  State  v.  Eazlett  (N.  Dak)  105  N.  W. 
617.  We  have  examined  the  questions  complained  of  here, 
and  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  trial  judge  did  not  trans- 
gress the  rules  above  indicated  in  his  examination  of  the  ac- 
cused. 

It  was  necessary  for  the  state,  in  making  its  case,  to  show 
that  as  a  matter  of  fact  fifty  per  cent  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  trust  company  had  not  been  paid  in  in  cash  at  the  time  the 
affidavit  was  made.  .  In  order  to  show  this  fact  the  state  called 
two  witnesses  whose  testimony  tended  to  show  that  they  were 
acquainted  with  Komp  during  the  years  1901  and  1902,  and 
had  business  dealings  with  him,  and  that  he  was  in  straitened 
circumstances  financially  during  all  of  this  time.  At  the  time 
this  testimony  was  offered  there  had  been  no  testimony  intro- 
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duced  tending  to  show  that  Mr.  Komp  owned  any  stock  in 
the  trust  company,  so  that  it  was  not  properly  admissible  at 
the  time  it  was  offered.  It  appears,  however,  that  this  de- 
parture from  the  regular  order  of  proof  resulted  from  the  fact 
that  there  was  no  witness  at  hand  at  the  opening  of  the  trial 
who  could  identify  the  books  of  the  trust  company.  Later 
in  the  course  of  the  state's  case  a  witness  was  produced  who 
was  the  treasurer  of  the  trust  company,  and  who  did  iden- 
tify the  books,  and  they  were  offered  and  received  in  evidence. 
From  the  stock  certificate  book  so  introduced  it  appeared  that 
Komp  held  120  shares  of  the  stock,  of  $100  each,  as  trustee, 
and  eighty  shares  individually,  which  had  been  issued  to  him 
in  October,  1902,  and  were  held  by  him  at  the  time  the  aflS- 
davit  was  made.  The  fact  that  he  held  eighty  shares  individ- 
ually certainly  made  the  proof  of  his  financial  condition  just 
prior  to  the  issue  of  the  shares  admissible  upon  the  question 
whetheir  it  was  in  fact  paid  for  in  cash,  and  cured  the  error 
in  the  original  ruling.  It  was  afterward  fully  proven  by  the 
treasurer  that  no  more  than  $1,000  of  the  stock  was  paid  in 
cash,  and  Komp,  when  on  the  stand  in  his  own  behalf,  admit- 
ted that  the  statement  in  the  affidavit  that  $25,000  had  been 
paid  in  cash  was  false. 

There  are  no  further  errors  claimed  which  require  specific 
treatment  The  accused  seems  to  have  had  a  fair  trial  with- 
out prejudicial  error,  and  we  see  nothing  to  indicate  that  a 
just  result  was  not  reached. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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PoNTi  and  others,  Respondents,  vs.  Eckels  and  another,  Ap- 
pellants. 

May  S^^une  21,  1906. 

Lien  of  subcontractor:  Foreclosure:  Personal  judgment  against 
owner:  Service  of  notice  of  claim:  Evidence:  Return  of  officer r 
Building  contract:  Extras. 

1.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  subcontractor's  lien  a  personal  Judg- 

ment against  the  owner  is  erroneous  in  the  absence  of  evidence- 
showing  his  personal  liability  to  the  plaintiff. 

2.  The  fact  that  plaintiff's  attorney  or  some  third  person  was  unable 

to  find  in  the  county  any  agent  of  the  owner  to  whom  notice  of 
the  lien  claim  could  be  given  in  compliance  with  sec.  3315^ 
Stats.  1898,  does  not  show  the  plaintiff's  inability  to  find  such  an 
agent,  especially  where  it  appears  that  the  owner  had  an  agent 
in  the  county  and  that  plaintiff  while  doing  the  work  as  subcon- 
tractor had  had  continual  dealings  with  said  agent  in  his  ca- 
pacity as  such. 

3.  The  notice  of  claim  for  a  subcontractor's  lien  is  not  process,  and 

a  certificate  or  return  signed  by  a  deputy  sheriff,  to  the  effect 
that  after  diligent  search  in  the  county  he  was  unable  to  find 
the  owner  or  any  agent  upon  whom  such  notice  could  be  served, 
has  no  evidentiary  force. 

4.  Under  a  building  contract  providing  that  the  architect  might  di- 

rect alterations  only  by  making  a  written  agreement  with  the 
contractor  in  advance,  if  no  such  agreement  was  made  and  there 
was  no  waiver  by  the  contractor  a  subcontractor  cannot  recover 
from  the  contractor  for  extra  work  done  without  the  consent  or 
authority  of  the  latter. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Waukesha 
county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Action  to  foreclose  mechanic's  lien.  Defendant  Findley^ 
having  taken  a  contract  to  build  a  house  for  defendant  Eck- 
els according  to  certain  plans  and  specifications,  sublet  a  con- 
tract for  the  mason  work  and  materials  according  to  said 
specifications  to  the  plaintiffs  for  $3,555.  The  plaintiffs  pro- 
ceeded with  the  work  and  claimed  to  have  completed  it,  and 
defendant  Findley  went  on  with  the  construction  of  the  rest 
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of  the  house  according  to  numerous  modifications  of  the  de- 
sign. He  paid  large  sums  of  money  to  the  plaintiflFs  and  for 
the  labor  and  material  employed  and  purchased  by  them. 
Within  sixty  days  after  plaintiffs'  last  work  a  notice  was  is- 
sued, and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  for 
Waukesha  county  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiffs  would  claim 
a  subcontractors'  lien,  which  notice  bore  an  indorsement 
signed  "E.  W.  Delaney,  Deputy  Sheriff  Waukesha  County,"^ 
certifying  that  after  diligent  search  in  Waukesha  county  cov- 
ering about  two  months  prior  to  September  1,  1903,  he  had 
been  unable  to  find  either  defendant  Eckels  or  any  agent  upon 
whom  he  could  make  service  of  the  paper  thereto  attached. 
Xo  other  attempted  proof  of  effort  to  find  either  Eckels  or  an 
agent  was  made,  except  the  testimony  of  plaintiffs'  attorney 
that  he  wrote  a  letter  to  an  acquaintance  at  Oconomowoc,  who 
replied  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  any  such  agent.  Suit 
was  thereafter  commenced  claiming  a  subcontractors'  lien  for 
the  balance  of  contract  price,  and  extras  ordered  by  defendant 
Findley,  in  the  sum  of  $316.40,  making  a  total  claim  of 
$1,504.07.  The  answer  alleged  payment  to  the  plaintiffs  of 
$3,656.40,  complete  failure  of  plaintiffs  to  perform  their  con- 
tract, and  also  damages  from  defective  work  in  breach  of  the 
contract  by  plaintiffs  to  the  amount  of  $550,  making  a  total 
of  $4,206.40,  for  which,  by  counterclaim,  judgment  was  de- 
manded against  the  plaintiffs.  Eckels' s  answer  was  substan- 
tially a  general  denial  of  everything  except  the  contract  be- 
tween him  and  Findley.  The  court  found  that  plaintiffs 
had  substantially  performed  their  contract ;  that  they  were  en- 
titled to  certain  extras  aggregating  $119.90;  that  defendant 
Findley  had  paid  $3,013.78,  and  that  there  was  defective 
work  repaired  or  rebuilt  to  the  sum  of  $127.68,  and  accord- 
ingly rendered  personal  judgment  against  both  Eckels  and 
Findley  for  said  sum  of  $536.44,  together  with  costs,  and 
that  said  amount  be  a  lien  upon  the  interest  of  Eckels  in  the 
premises  described,  and  for  enforcement  of  the  lien  in  the 
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usual  form,  with  order  for  deficiency  judgment.     From  that 
judgment  both  defendants  appieal. 

John  A,  Kelly,  for  the  appellants. 

(7.  E.  Armin,  for  the  respondents. 

Dodge,  J.  The  personal  judgment  against  the  defendant 
Eckels  is  so  obviously  unwarranted  and  erroneous  as  to  be 
<juite  inexplicable.  There  is  no  pretense  either  in  allegation 
or  proof  of  any  privity  between  the  owner  and  the  subcon- 
tractors, or  of  any  promise  by  the  former  to  pay  the  latter, 
from  which  could  result  personal  liability. 

Another  error  assigned  in  the  interest  of  defendant  Eckels 
is  the  failure  to  give  notice  to  him  or  his  agent  of  a  claim  to 
subcontractors'  lien,  in  compliance  with  sec.  3315,  Stats.  1898. 
That  statute  requires  that  within  sixty  days  a  notice  be  given 
to  the  owner,  or  his  agent,  if  to  be  found  in  the  county,  and,  if 
neither  can  be  found  therein,  by  filing  such  notice  in  the  office 
of  the  derk  of  the  circuit  court  of  said  county.  Manifestly 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff  claiming  a  lien  to 
show  the  existence  of  a  condition  which  justifies  omission  to 
serve  the  notice  on  the  owner  or  his  agent,  and  to  substitute 
therefor  a  filing  in  the  clerk's  oflBce.  The  proof  is  overwhelm- 
ing and  undisputed  that  at  all  times  material  to  this  case 
defendant  Eckels,  who  resided  in  Chicago,  did  have  an  agent 
in  charge  of  the  building  and  grounds  on  which  it  was  situ- 
ated, in  the  town  of  Oconomowoc,  in  Waukesha  county,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  knew  such  fact,  having  had  continual  deal- 
ings with  such  agent  in  his  capacity  as  such  while  engaged  in 
doing  their  work.  Against  this  there  is  no  evidence  except 
that  mentioned  in  the  statement  of  facts,  which,  even  if  ac- 
<;epted  as  evidence,  does  not  at  all  controvert  either  the  exist- 
once  of  such  an  agent  or  that  plaintiffs  knew  of  him.  The 
fact  that  a  plaintiff's  attorney,  or  some  third  person,  is  unable 
to  find  any  agent  by  no  means  proves  the  plaintiff's  inability 
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when  he  is  shown  to  have  such  knowledge  as  above  stated. 
Further,  there  is  no  evidentiary  force  whatever  to  the  so-called 
return  or  certificate  signed  by  the  deputy  sheriff.  An  official 
certificate  is  evidence  only  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  and  none 
can  be  found  giving  such  effect  to  a  mere  declaration  by  a 
deputy  sheriff  that  he  has  searched  for,  and  has  not  found,  a 
certain  person;  unless  indeed  as  a  part  of  the  return  upon 
process,  and  whether  then  or  not  we  need  not  decide.  The  no- 
tice in  question  is  in  no  sense  process.  It  issues  from  no  court, 
but  is  wholly  inter  partes.  Dusick  v.  Green,  118  Wis.  240,. 
95  N.  W.  144.  We  must  conclude,  therefore,  that  there  is 
no  proof  of  a  legal  service  of  any  notice  of  subcontractors' 
lien ;  indeed,  that  the  negative  is  overwhelmingly  established ; 
hence  that  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  any  subcontractors' 
lien,  and  judgment  should  have  gone  in  favor  of  defendant 
Eckels. 

The  failure  of  lien,  however,  does  not  prevent  recovery 
against  the  person  liable  for  the  debt  Sec.  3324,  Stats.  1898. 
Hence  we  must  proceed  to  a  review  of  the  errors  assigned 
upon  the  amount  adjudged  in  plaintiffs'  favor  against  Find- 
ley.  After  some  hesitation  we  have  reached  the  conclusion 
that  we  cannot  say  with  the  necessary  certainty  that  the  evi- 
dence preponderates  against  the  court's  finding  that  the  plaint- 
iffs substantially  performed  the  work  contracted  for,  al- 
though there  is  very  much  evidence  of  great  recklessness  and 
insubordination  and  of  defective  workmanship.  We  there- 
fore cannot  set  aside  this  finding,  from  which  results  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  contract  price,  subject  to 
such  deductions  and  offsets  as  may  result  from  the  expense  or 
damage  caused  to  the  defendant  Findley  by  reason  of  defects 
or  insufficiencies  in  the  work. 

On  the  subject  of  extras,  however,  we  find  not  only  no  evi- 
dence to  support  any  liability  of  Findley,  but  evidence  from 
both  plaintiffs  and  defendant  that  none  of  the  extras  claimed 
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were  performed  by  the  direction  or  with  the  consent  or  author- 
ity of  Findley,  nor  under  any  promise  by  him  to  pay  there- 
for. Neither  do  we  find,  as  in  some  building  contracts,  that 
Findley  consented  that  the  supervising  architect  might  di- 
rect extras.  The  nearest  approach  to  such  a  provision  is  that 
such  architect  may  direct  alterations  only  by  making  a  written 
agreement  with  Findley  in  advance,  specifying  such  altera- 
tions and  fixing  the  extension  of  time  justified  thereby  and 
the  price  thereof.  There  is  no  pretense  that  any  such  agree- 
ment was  made  with  reference  to  any  of  the  so-called  extras 
<5laimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  nor  that  Findley  in  any  way  waived 
the  contract  requirement.  Hence  we  must  conclude  that  the 
allowance  of  $119.90  for  extras  was  in  defiance  of  all  evi- 
dence. 

Upon  the  subject  of  payments,  after  an  examination  of 
the  record  we  are  unable  to  discover  that  defendant  has  suc- 
cessfully proved  any,  either  to  the  plaintiffs  or  upon  their  au- 
thority, greater  than  the  amount  allowed  by  the  court.  While 
it  may  well  be  that  defendant's  own  evidence  establishes  pay- 
ments in  much  larger  amount,  he  has  failed  to  show  any  au- 
thority for  a  large  part  thereof,  and  has  also  failed  to  show 
the  payment  of  considerable  sums  which  the  plaintiffs  admit 
having  authorized.  The  total  of  those  which  he  shows  he  has 
paid  for  which  he  shows  any  authority  or  request  by  plaint- 
iffs does  not  exceed  the  $3,013.78  allowed  by  the  judgment 

Much  the  same  state  of  evidence  exists  with  reference  to 
the  alleged  damages  occasioned  defendant  Findley  by  the  de- 
fective and  imworkmanlike  manner  in  which  plaintiffs  per- 
formed the  work.  Either  there  is  no  evidence  as  to  the  ex- 
pense necessary  to  remedy  such  defects,  or  there  is  failure  of 
proof  that  defendant  Findley  has  been  or  will  be  put  to  such 
expense.  The  amounts  of  which  there  is  any  reasonably  clear 
and  direct  proof  do  not  exceed  the  $127.68  allowed  in  the 
judgment  Hence  we  are  unable  to  reverse  findings  of  the 
trial  court  upon  these  subjects,  and  its  conclusion  that  Find- 
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ley  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  adjudged 
must  stand,  except  as  to  the  item  of  $119.90  allowed  for  ex- 
tras. 

By  the  Court. — ^Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  enter  personal  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  against  the  defendant  A.  Findley  alone  for  the 
sum  of  $416.54,  together  with  interest  from  October  7,  1903, 
the  date  of  commencing  suit ;  also  to  dismiss  the  complaint  as 
against  defendant  James  H.  Eckels. 


MoDEBN  Steel  Stbuctubai.  Company,  Respondent,  vs. 
English  Constbuction  Company  and  another,  Appel- 
lants. 

May  S—yfune  21,  1906, 

<1)  Pleading:  Liberal  construction.  (2-8)  Building  contracts:  Fail- 
ure to  complete  on  time:  Delay  of  subcontractor  in  furnishing 
materials:  Damages  recoverable  by  contractor:  Waiver:  Certifi- 
cate of  architect. 

1.  Under  the  rule  that  pleadings  should  be  liberally  construed  with 

a  view  to  substantial  justice  between  the  parties,  no  pleading 
is  to  be  condemned  if  the  allegations  of  fact  claimed  to  have 
been  stated  can  be  read  therefrom  with  reasonable  certainty, 
though  its  allegations  be  in  form  uncertain,  Incomplete,  and 
defective. 

2.  Damages  which  a  contractor  was  entitled  to  recover  from  a  sub- 

contractor for  delay  in  furnishing  materials  are  held  not  to 
have  been  waived  by  the  making  of  a  later  agreement  between 
the  owner  and  contractor  providing  for  enlarging  the  building 
(then  not  completed)  at  an  increased  price  and  for  an  extension 
of  the  time  for  its  completion,  and  further  providing  that  the 
contractor  should  make  certain  payments  in  lieu  of  the  penalty 
incurred  for  failure  to  complete  the  building  on  time,  but  mak- 
ing no  provision  as  to  any  damages  which  the  contractor  might 
have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  delay. 

3.  Where  it  was  understood  that,  in  regular  course,  structural  iron 

would  be  needed  to  work  into  a  building  in  the  early  part  of  a 
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building  season,  a  subcontractor  who  had  agreed  to  furnish 
such  iron  as  it  might  be  wanted  and  had  been  expressly  directed* 
in  July  to  furnish  some  of  it  immediately,  but  failed  to  furnish 
it  until  the  latter  part  of  November,  when  the  building  season 
had  practically  closed,  was  liable  to  the  principal  contractor  for 
the  damages  caused  by  such  delay,  even  though  he  had  been 
unable  sooner  to  obtain  the  iron  from  the  manufacturers. 

4.  Payment  of  a  large  sum  by  a  contractor  to  a  subcontractor  under 

circumstances  which  warranted  the  contractor  in  believing  that 
the  money  was  accepted  on  the  condition  that  his  losses  from 
delays  on  the  part  of  the  subcontractor  would  be  adjusted  later,, 
did  not  amount  to  a  waiver  of  the  claim  for  damages  on  ac* 
count  of  such  delays. 

5.  The  fact  that  payment  by  a  contractor  to  employees  and  subcon- 

tractors of  the  amounts  they  actually  lost  by  reason  of  delays 
caused  by  another  subcontractor  was  made  without  notice  to 
the  latter  does  not  preclude  the  contractor  from  recovering  such 
amounts  as  damages  from  the  subcontractor  who  caused  the  de- 
lay, it  being  still  open  to  the  latter,  notwithstanding  the  pay-^ 
ment,  to  contest  such  claims  in  every  respect 

6.  Where  the  inability  of  a  contractor  to  complete  a  building  at  the- 

agreed  time  was  caused  by  a  subcontractor's  breach  of  hia  agree- 
ment to  furnish  material,  and  the  contractor,  in  lieu  of  the  pen- 
alty incurred,  was  required  to  pay  the  salary  of  the  superin- 
tendent thenceforward  until  the  completion  of  the  building,  the- 
amount  which  he  was  so  required  to  pay  was  a  proper  counter- 
claim against  the  claim  of  the  subcontractor  against  him. 

7.  A  provision  in  a  building  contract  that  the  superintendent  should 

determine  "the  amount  of  damages  which  may  have  accrued 
from  any  cause"  and  that  his  certificate  and  decision  should  be- 
bindihg  and  conclusive  in  all  matters,  is  held  to  apply  only  to- 
the  owner  and  principal  contractor  and  not  to  have  become  a 
part  of  a  subcontractor's  agreement  Stein  v.  McCarthy,  120* 
Wis.  288,  distinguished. 

8.  After  his  failure  to  complete  a  building  at  the  agreed  time, 

caused  by  a  subcontractor's  delay  in  furnishing  materials,  a  con- 
tractor made  a  new  agreement  to  construct,  for  an  additional 
consideration,  certain  parts  of  the  building  not  included  in  his 
original  contract.  Held,  that  he  could  not  recover  from  the 
subcontractor  for  time  spent  in  doing  the  new  work,  but  only 
for  time  lost  by  reason  of  the  delay,  in  performing  the  work, 
covered  by  the  original  contract. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Wauke- 
sha county :  James  J.  Diok,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 
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On  April  16,  1901,  the  English  Construction  Company, 
then  composed  of  John  English  and  James  Mair,  made  a  con- 
tract with  Lincoln  county  to  build  a  county  courthouse.  The 
construction  company,  by  this  contract,  agreed  to  do  the  work 
and  to  furnish  the  material  for  the  construction  of  this  build- 
ing, except  the  heating,  plumbing,  and  electric  wiring,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  requirements  of  the  plans  and  specifications 
prepared  by  Van  Ryn  &  De  Gelleke,  which  had  been  adopted 
by  the  county.  As  a  consideration  for  the  erection  and  com- 
pletion of  this  building  the  county  agreed  to  pay  the  construc- 
tion company  $60,606 ;  payments  to  be  made  as  the  work  pro- 
gressed, on  the  certificates  of  the  architects  or  the  superin- 
tendent, at  eighty-five  per  cent,  of  the  estimated  value ;  final 
payment  of  all  sums  due  to  be  made  when  the  building  was 
completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  architects  and  the  commit- 
tee representing  the  county.  The  building  was  to  be  inclosed 
and  roofed  before  the  expiration  of  the  year  1901,  and  com- 
pleted for  occupancy  by  the  county  on  or  before  September  1^ 
1902 ;  provided  no  delays  in  the  construction  of  it  were  occa- 
sioned by  strikes,  epidemics,  or  quarantines.  The  following 
was  the  stipulation  as  to  the  time  of  completion  of  the  build- 
ing: 

"It  is  further  agreed,  should  the  contractor  fail  to  finish 
the  work  at  or  before  the  time  agreed  upon,  he  shall  pay  to  or 
allow  the  said  county,  by  way  of  liquidated  damages,  the  sum 
of  twenty-five  ($25.00)  dollars  per  diem  for  each  and  every 
day  thereafter  the  said  work  shall  remain  incomplete." 

The  plaintiff  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  construction 
company,  as  a  subcontractor  for  the  ironwork,  and  agreed  as 
follows : 

"Merrill,  Wis.,  May  27,  1901. 
^'English  Construction  Co.,  Merrill,  Wis. 

"Gentlemen :  We  hereby  propose  to  furnish  iron  work  for 

Lincoln  county  courthouse  as  per  plans  and  specifications,  put 

in  place,  for  seven  thousand  three  hundred  sixty  dollars 

($7,860.00).     You  to  set  the  castings  in  place,  also  the  iron 

Vol.  129  —  3 
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gratings.     Monthly  estimates  of  85  per  cent,  to  be  allowed 
us  on  this  job. 

"Yours  truly, 

"Modern  Steel  Stbuctttbal  Co. 
"By  J.  L.  Biekels,  Bus.  Mgr. 
^^We  hereby  accept  the  above  proposition. 

"English  Construotion  Co. 
"By  John  English:' 
The  specifications  made  provision  for  changes  and  altera- 
tions, and,  as  incidental  to  such  variation  from  the  original 
plans  and  specifications,  for  additions  to  and  deductions  from 
the  cost ;  for  the  architects'  control  and  decision ;  and  for  the 
appointment  of  a  superintendent  by  the  county  building  com- 
mittee. Among  the  duties  imposed  upon  the  superintendent 
were: 

"Giving  on  demand  any  certificate  that  the  contractor  may 
be  entitled  to,  .  .  .  also  determining  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages which  may  have  accrued  from  any  cause,  and  particu- 
larly to  decide  upon  the  fitness  of  all  material  used  and  work 
done.  The  superintendent's  opinion,  certificate,  report,  and 
decision  on  all  matters  to  be  binding  and  conclusive." 

The  specifications  further  provided  that  all  contractors 
should  comply  with  all  things  appearing  therein,  under  what- 
ever heading  it  might  appear,  if  it  affected  the  contractor's 
work.  The  construction  company  entered  upon  the  execution 
of  the  contracts  in  the  month  of  June,  1901,  and  soon  there- 
after demanded  that  plaintiff  immediately  furnish  a  portion 
of  the  iron  for  use  in  the  construction  of  the  building.  This 
the  plaintiff  failed  to  do,  and  did  not  actually  deliver  such 
iron  imtil  about  December  1,  1901 — too  late  in  the  building 
season  of  that  year  to  proceed  with  the  construction  of  the 
building. 

On  September  1,  1902,  the  county  and  the  defendant,  the 
construction  company,  made  an  agreement : 

"Amendatory  of  articles  of  agreement  made  under  date  of 
April  16,  1901,  between  the  same  parties. 

"Witnesseth :  That  said  party  of  the  first  part,  for  and  in 
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consideration  of  the  increase  in  the  consideration  hereinafter 
provided  for,  does  hereby  covenant,  contract,  and  agree  to 
complete  all  of  the  work  not  yet  done  as  provided  in  the  orig- 
inal contract,  on  the  courthouse  therein  referred  to,  according 
to  the  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings  originally  provided 
for  the  building  of  the  said  courthouse  (which  are  declared  to 
be  a  part  of  this  agreement)  made  by  Van  Ryn  &  De  Glelleke, 
architects,  with  the  exception  of  the  cement  work  in  the  base- 
ment, and  the  ornamental  cresting  on  the  deck  of  the  roof, 
provided  in  such  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings.  By 
'original  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings'  being  meant 
those  which  were  originally  submitted  by  Van  Ryn  &  De  Gtel- 
leke,  architects,  but  which  were  modified  and  cut  down  so  as 
to  come  within  the  appropriation  made  by  the  county  board,  ' 
which  original  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings  are  now  on 
file  and  in  the  possession  of  the  county  clerk  of  Lincoln  county, 
Wisconsin.  With  the  exception  of  the  change  from  the  modi- 
fied plans,  specifications,  and  drawings,  all  of  the  terms  of  the 
original  contract  hereby  amended  are  to  be  considered  in  full 
force  and  binding,  with  the  exception  of  such  as  are  hereafter 
specifically  referred  to.  The  time  for  the  completion  of  the 
work  imder  the  said  contract  is  hereby  extended  to  May  1, 
1903.  The  consideration  of  said  contract  as  hereby  amended 
is  changed  from  the  simi  of  $60,606  to  $80,323,  to  be  paid  in 
the  same  manner  as  provided  in  the  original  contract.  It  is 
further  agreed  and  provided  that  from  such  consideration 
shall  be  deducted  the  salary  of  superintendent  from  Septem- 
ber 1,  1902,  to  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the  building,  as 
hereby  extended,  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month." 

The  building  was  completed  under  these  agreements; 
plaintiff  furnished  all  the  ironwork  and  did  all  the  work  re- 
quired by  its  contract  for  the  completion  of  the  building  as 
agreed,  except  a  railing  on  the  second-floor  landing,  which  de- 
fendant supplied  at  a  cost  of  $20.85.  The  plaintiff  com- 
menced this  action  to  recover  an  alleged  balance,  amounting 
to  $500.24,  due  it  under  its  contract  with  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  John  English,  appearing  in  the  action  as 
the  member  of  the  defendant  company  who  had  acquired  all 
the  rights  and  assumed  the  obligations  of  the  company  grow- 
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ing  out  of  the  transaction  covered  by  this  action,  alleged  the 
making  of  the  various  contracts  for  the  construction  of  the 
courthouse,  entrance  upon  the  erection  and  execution  of  the 
work,  inability  to  complete  it  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
original  contract,  its  modification  by  the  agreement  of  Sep- 
tember 1,  1902,  and  the  completion  of  the  building  under 
these  agreements  in  1903.  He  also  alleged  that  the  plaintiff's 
omission  to  comply  with  its  agreements  to  provide  the  iron  for 
the  building  as  required  in  the  course  of  the  construction  of 
the  building  was  the  sole  cause  of  the  delay  in  completing  it 
as  agreed  in  the  original  contract,  and  of  his  inability  to  com- 
ply with  it ;  that,  as  a  result  of  such  delay  by  the  plaintiff,  he 
was  compelled  to  make  the  agreement  of  September  1,  1902, 
and  that  he  had  suffered  damages  through  plaintiff's  failure 
to  provide  iron  at  the  appropriate  time  in  the  course  of  the 
construction  of  the  building,  consisting  of  the  following  items : 
(1)  For  failure  to  furnish  railing  on  second  floor.  (2)  To 
amount  paid  Durner,  subcontractor  for  the  tile  work,  for  loss 
of  time  and  expense  incurred  through  plaintiff's  delays  in 
furnishing  iron.  (3)  To  the  value  of  his  own  time  from  Sep- 
tember 1,  1902,  to  the  completion  of  the  building  in  1903. 
(4)  To  amount  paid  masons  and  carpenters  for  loss  of  time 
while  waiting  for  iron.  (5)  To  the  superintendent's  salary, 
paid  in  lieu  of  the  penalty  provided  by  the  original  contract ; 
and  that  said  items  amoimt  in  all  to  $3,893,  which  sum  is  now 
demanded  by  way  of  counterclaim  in  the  action.  The  plaintiff 
denied  liability  as  claimed  in  the  counterclaim. 

The  action  was  tried  by  the  court,  and  it  found  that  plaint- 
iff had  completed  its  contract,  except  that  it  omitted  to  fur- 
nish the  railing  on  the  second-floor  landing ;  that  there  was  due 
plaintiff  as  a  balance  on  said  contract  the  sum  of  $500.24, 
less  $20.85  for  failure  to  furnish  the  second-floor  railing; 
and  awarded  judgment  against  defendant  for  the  difference, 
namely,  $479.35,  with  interest  thereon  from  Sept^nber  5^ 
1903,  and  amounting  to  $57.12;  and  for  costs  and  disburse- 
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ments,  taxed  at  $52.69.  This  is  an  appeal  from  such  judg- 
ment. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  John  Van  Heche, 
attorney,  and  Tullar  &  Lockney,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr.  Van  Heche  and  Mr.  D.  8.  Tullar. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Ryan,  Merton  & 
Newbury,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  T.  E.  Ryan. 

SiEBECKER,  J.  The  contention  is  made  that  the  trial  court 
€rred  in  holding  that  the  reply  to  the  counterclaim  put  in  is- 
sue the  amount  claimed  to  be  due  defendant  as  damages  for 
plaintiff's  breach  of  contract  as  subcontractor.  Under  the  rule 
that  pleadings  should  be  liberally  construed  with  a  view  to  sub- 
stantial justice  between  the  parties,  no  pleading  is  to  be  con- 
demned if  the  allegations  of  fact  claimed  to  have  been  stated 
<5an  be  read  therefrom  with  reasonable  certainty,  "though  its 
allegations  be  in  form  uncertain,  incomplete,  and  defective." 
We  think  the  court  ruled  properly  in  holding  that  the  reply 
put  in  issue  the  allegations  of  the  defendant's  counterclaim 
for  damages.  Manning  v.  School  Dist.  No.  6,  124  Wis.  84, 
102  K  W.  356. 

The  trial  court  determined  that  plaintiff  was  not  liable  in 
damages  to  defendant  upon  the  alleged  counterclaim  for  de- 
lay in  furnishing  the  iron,  upon  the  ground,  apparently,  either 
that  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  any  delay  in  performing  its 
contract  to  furnish  the  iron  for  this  building,  or,  if  guilty  of 
delay  under  the  original  contract,  that  all  damages  covered  by 
it  were  waived  on  September  1,  1902,  under  the  modification 
of  the  agreement  which  provided  for  enlarging  the  structure 
and  for  an  additional  consideration  of  about  $20,000.  This 
<5ontract,  however,  makes  no  provision  for,  nor  do  its  condi- 
tions contain  a  waiver  of,  any  damages  which  defendant  may 
have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  delay  in  the  construction  of 
the  building  under  the  original  contract;  nor  does  it  provide 
for  payment  of  the  damages  incurred  by  way  of  payment  for 
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time  and  labor  to  his  subcontractors  and  laborers,  or  for  the 
payment  of  the  superintendent's  salary  from  September  1, 
1902,  which  was  in  lieu  of  the  penalty  incurred  for  failure  to 
complete  the  building  within  the  time  fixed  in  the  original  con- 
tract. It  is  apparent  that  if  defendant  actually  sustained 
losses  on  account  of  the  delay  in  receiving  the  iron  for  the 
building,  as  he  claims,  he  has  not  been  paid  such  losses  under 
the  modified  agreement  of  September  1,  1902. 

Plaintiff  insists  that,  if  defendant's  counterclaim  is  to 
be  considered  under  the  facts  alleged,  the  evidence  wholly 
fails  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  a  breach  of  contract 
in  furnishing  and  putting  in  place  the  ironwork  for  the  build- 
ing. It  was  expressly  specified  that  if  a  subcontractor  failed 
in  furnishing  the  material  and  labor  "as  it  may  be  wanted  to 
work  into  the  building,  he  will  be  accountable  for  all  delays 
and  damages  in  consequence  of  any  such  neglect."  Plaintiff, 
as  subcontractor,  accepted  this  condition  and  was  bound  to 
comply  with  its  requirements.  It  appears  clearly  that  plaint- 
iff was  expressly  directed  by  letters  of  July  6,  1901,  to  pro- 
ceed to  procure  the  iron  material  required  by  the  plans  and 
specifications  under  their  contract  of  the  preceding  May  27th, 
and  on  July  26th  was  notified  to  furnish  the  basement  grat- 
ings immediately  and  to  provide  for  floor  beams.  In  the 
early  part  of  the  summer  of  1901  the  work  of  construction  had 
been  completed  to  a  point  where  the  iron  was  needed  to  enable 
defendant  to  continue  the  construction.  Plaintiff  failed  to 
furnish  such  iron  until  the  latter  part  of  November,  when  the 
building  season  had  practically  closed.  Under  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  transaction  we  are  unable  to  find  any 
ground  for  saying  that  this  delay  by  plaintiff  could  in  any  con- 
ceivable way  be  deemed  permissible  under  the  contract  It 
is  obvious  that  the  parties  understood  that,  in  the  regular 
course  of  constructing  the  building,  the  iron  would  be  needed 
to  work  into  the  building  in  the  early  part  of  the  season  of 
1901.     In  view  of  these  circumstances  it  must  follow  that 
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plaintiff  became  liable  to  defendant  for  any  damages  suffered 
on  account  of  delay  in  furnishing  the  iron.  It  is  insisted  that 
plaintiff  did  all  it  reasonably  could  to  supply  the  iron  as  it  was 
needed,  and  that  it  was  unavoidably  delayed  by  the  manufac- 
turers in  manufacturing  and  forwarding  it  There  is  no  stip- 
ulation in  the  contract  making  such  inability  to  secure  the  ma- 
terial from  manufacturers  a  condition  excusing  performance 
and  relieving  plaintiff  from  the  consequences  of  nonperform- 
ance of  its  terms. 

The  further  claim  is  made  that  the  conclusion  of  the  trial 
court  should  be  sustained  upon  the  groimd  that  plaintiff 
waived  any  right  to  recover  damages  upon  the  coimterclaim 
by  paying  respondent  $1,500  in  September,  1903,  after  the 
completion  of  the  work,  and  by  failing  to  give  notice,  before 
making  payment,  of  any  claim  for  damages  by  the  respective 
claimants.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  payment  of  $1,500 
was  made  to  plaintiff's  representative  under  circumstances 
which  warranted  defendant  in  believing  that  plaintiff  ac- 
cepted it  through  its  representative  on  the  condition  that  de- 
fendant's losses  would  be  adjusted  thereafter.  This  leaves  no 
basis  for  claiming  a  waiver  as  against  him  upon  this  ground ; 
nor  is  defendant  precluded  from  now  insisting  upon  the  coun- 
terclaim by  reason  of  paying  to  his  employees  and  subcon- 
tractors the  amounts  they  actually  lost  by  reason  of  plaintiff's 
delay,  without  giving  notice  to  plaintiff.  It  is  argued  that 
such  notice  should  have  been  given  to  enable  it  to  contest  such 
claims  before  payment  of  them.  The  argument  is,  however, 
fully  answered  by  the  fact  that  payment  of  these  amounts  in 
no  way  establishes  plaintiff's  liability  for  them  to  defendant. 
It  is  incumbent  on  defendant  to  show  that  they  are  attribu- 
table to  plaintiff's  breach  of  contract  and  are  therefore  items 
of  damages  recoverable  under  his  counterclaim.  This  pre- 
serves to  plaintiff  the  right  to  contest  them  in  every  respect, 
regardless  of  any  payment  defendant  may  have  made  to  third 
parties. 
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This  brings  us  to  the  question  of  whether  the  evidence  sus- 
tains the  counterclaim.  An  examination  of  it  shows  that  all 
of  the  evidence  material  to  these  claims  is  practically  uncon- 
tradicted. It  appears  that  the  tiling  contractor,  Dumer,  suf- 
fered damage  amounting  to  $88,  attributable  to  plaintiff^s 
failure  to  furnish  the  iron  as  needed  in  the  course  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  building.  This  defendant  has  paid  and  is 
entitled  to  recover.  It  also  appears  that  defendant  for  the 
same  reason  sustained  losses  for  time  lost  by  masons  and  car- 
penters employed  by  him  in  the  construction  of  the  building, 
amounting  to  the  sums  of  $324  and  $260.  The  item  of  $315, 
paid  as  salary  for  the  superintendent  in  the  construction  of 
the  building  after  September  1,  1902,  and  deducted  from  the 
amount  due  defendant  from  the  county  after  completion  of 
the  building,  is  a  proper  counterclaim,  because  the  testifnony 
establishes  that  defendant  paid  it  for  his  failure  to  complete 
the  building  by  September  1,  1902,  in  lieu  of  the  penalty  in- 
curred by  him  under  the  original  contract  As  already  stated 
there  is  practically  no  controversy  but  that  under  the  facts  and 
circumstances  plaintiff's  failure  to  comply  with  its  contract 
for  furnishing  the  iron  was  the  cause  of  defendant's  inability 
to  complete  the  building  by  September  1, 1902. 

The  remaining  item  of  defendant's  counterclaim  is  $3,000, 
the  value  of  his  time  spent  in  the  performance  of  work  after 
September  1,  1902.  He  insists  that  this  item  should  be  al- 
lowed him  upon  the  certificate  of  the  superintendent  given  as 
of  July  1, 1905.  It  is  averred  that  the  specifications  provide 
for  the  appointment  of  a  superintendent,  and  that  he  should 
give  all  certificates  to  which  the  contractor  should  be  entitled, 
and  should  determine  "the  amount  of  damages  which  may 
have  accrued  from  any  cause,"  and  that  his  certificate  and  de- 
cision should  be  biuding  and  conclusive  in  all  matters.  These 
provisions  were  manifestly  intended  to  apply  to  and  bind  the 
county  and  defendant,  as  the  principal  contractor  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  building.     The  terms  of  this  stipulation  do 
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not  indicate,  however,  that  it  is  to  be  deemed  a  part  of  a  sub- 
contractor's undertaking,  and  plaintiff's  agreement  does  not 
expressly  provide  that  it  shall  be  part  of  it.  The  situation  is 
not  within  the  decision  of  Stein  v,  McCarthy,  120  Wis.  288, 
t)7  N.  W.  912,  where  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  speci- 
fications and  original  contract  were  included  as  part  of  the 
obligation  assumed  by  the  subcontractor.  It  is  therefore  to 
be  determined  whether,  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  transaction,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  on  this  item 
of  the  counterclaim.  As  stated,  under  the  agreement  of  Sep- 
tember 1,  1902,  he  undertook  to  construct  the  parts  of  the 
building  not  included  in  the  original  contract  for  an  addi- 
tional consideration  of  $19,717.  As  so  modified,  the  defend- 
ant performed  his  contract  within  the  year  following  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  originally  agreed  upon  for  the  comple- 
tion of  the  building.  Having  undertaken  to  build  the  parts 
of  the  building  added  to  the  original  structure,  it  follows  that 
the  time  necessarily  occupied  in  doing  this  is  not  to  be  charged 
as  additional  to  the  time  required  for  completion  of  the  work 
originally  undertaken.  If  any  claim  for  damages  for  defend- 
ant's time  can  be  made,  it  must  be  for  time  lost  in  perform- 
ing the  work  of  the  original  contract,  and  defendant  has  not 
shown  that  he  lost  any  time  before  the  expiration  of  the  orig- 
inal contract,  nor  has  he  attempted  to  show  that  he  spent 
extra  time  thereafter  in  completing  the  work  covered  by  the 
original  contract.  Under  these  conditions  there  is  a  want  of 
proof  to  sustain  this  item  of  the  counterclaim. 

Upon  these  considerations  the  judgment  must  be  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  the  trial  court  to 
award  judgment  to  defendant,  allowing  him  the  items  of  dam- 
ages in  his  counterclaim  as  above  specified. 

By  the  Court. — It  is  so  ordered. 
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In  ee  Horicon  Drainage  District. 

May  8— June  21,  1906. 

Drainage  districts:  Appointment  of  commissioners:  AppeaJahle , or- 
der: When  order  is  made, 

1.  In  a  proceeding  to  establish  a  drainage  district  a  decision  in  writ- 

ing that  commissioners  be  appointed  was  made  before,  but  the 
formal  order  appointing  such  commissioners  was  not  entered 
until  five  days  after,  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905,  went  into  effect 
Held,  that  the  appealability  of  such  order  must  be  determined 
by  the  law  as  it  stood  prior  to  said  act  of  1905. 

2.  Even  prior  to  the  enactment  of  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905,  an  order 

appointing  commissioners  in  drainage  proceedings  was  not  "a 
final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right"  within  the  meaning  of 
subd.  2,  sec.  3069,  Stats.  1898,  and  was  therefore  not  appealable. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Dismissed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for 
Dodge  county  in  a  proceeding  to  establish  a  drainage  district 
under  sees.  1379—11  to  1379—31,  Stats.  1898,  and  acts 
amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto.  The  peti- 
tion was  signed  by  a  corporation  known  as  the  Eock  Kiver 
Valley  Lumber  Company  and  others.  It  alleges,  in  substance, 
that  the  proposed  district  extends  from  the  northern  line  of 
Dodge  county  southerly  through  Horicon  marsh,  the  city  of 
Horicon,  and  beyond  the  village  of  Hustisford,  a  distance  of 
approximately  twenty-three  miles ;  that  the  district  embraces 
about  35,000  acres  of  land  and  is  traversed  its  entire  length 
by  the  Eock  river.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  Eock  river 
is  obstructed  by  dams,  bridges,  and  other  obstructions,  and 
is  insufficient  to  carry  off  the  water  which  accumulates  in 
ponds  and  gives  rise  to  vapors,  and  that  the  same  is  dangerous 
to  public  health;  that  the  land  embraced  in  the  territory  is 
swamp  and  composed  of  decayed  vegetation,  and  by  reason 
of  insufficient  drainage  is  wet,  moist,  and  impassable  except 
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in  dry  seasons,  and  is  unfit  for  cultivation ;  that  if  said  dis- 
trict were  formed  and  the  lands  properly  drained  they  would 
be  of  great  value  and  contribute  to  a  large  extent  towards 
paying  the  burden  of  taxation;  that  the  bed  of  Rock  river 
through  said  district  has  become  obstructed  with  refuse  mat- 
ter, debris,  decayed  vegetation,  and  other  obstructions;  that 
the  flow  of  the  river  with  such  obstructions  is  insufficient  to 
carry  off  the  water,  and  that  it  overflows  its  banks,  spreads  • 
upon  adjoining  lands,  and  settles  into  ponds,  pools,  and  sink 
holes,  where  the  water  becomes  stagnant  and  gives  forth  un- 
healthy vapors,  and  is  dangerous  to  the  public  health.  The 
petition  contains  description  of  the  lands  embraced  within  the 
proposed  territory,  and  alleges  that  the  scheme  necessitates 
the  purchasing  or  condemning  of  a  dam  on  the  Rock  river  at 
Hustisford  and  the  rights  of  flowage,  removal  of  other  ob- 
structions from  the  river  above  and  below  said  dam,  removal 
of  other  dams  on  the  river,  deepening  and  cutting  new  chan- 
nels in  said  river  wherever  necessary,  constructing  lateral 
drains  and  ditches  across  the  glands  described,  and  altering 
and  removing  supports  of  two  railroad  bridges  in  the  city  of 
Horicon.  The  petition  further  alleges  that  the  petitioners  are 
and  constitute  the  owners  of  one  half  and  more  in  area  of 
the  lands  described,  and  contains  other  allegations  required 
by  the  statute,  and  prays  for  the  organization  of  a  drainage 
district  under  the  statute  to  be  known  as  the  Horicon  Drain- 
age District,  embracing  the  lands  described,  and  that  three 
commissioners  be  appointed  to  execute  the  work,  and  for  gen- 
eral relief. 

The  owners  of  the  lands  affected  by  the  proposed  scheme 
appeared  by  their  attorneys  and  filed  remonstrances  and  made 
motion  to  dismiss  the  petition,  and  also  interposed  a  de- 
murrer. The  remonstrances  were  to  the  effect  that  some  of 
the  petitioners  were  induced  to  sign  by  fraud,  that  the  pro- 
posed drainage  would  be  detrimental  to  public  health  and 
welfare,  that  the  scheme  as  proposed  involved  the  destruction 
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of  a  navigable  lake  and  the  cutting,  changing,  and  shortening 
of  a  navigable  river,  that  the  scheme  is  ii^practicable  and 
improbable  if  not  impossible  of  successful  accomplishment, 
and  that  the  court  had  no  power  to  authorize  the  work  pro- 
posed. The  state  of  Wisconsin  also  appeared  and  remon- 
strated on  the  alleged  ground  that  in  1858  a  dam  was  built 
on  the  Rock  river  and  ever  since  has  been  maintained,  and  a 
lake  created,  the  laud  under  which  is  owned  by  the  state  in 
trust  for  the  people.  The  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St  Paul 
Railway  Company  appeared  and  remonstrated  on  the  ground 
that  its  rights  and  property  in  the  lands  in  question  are  and 
have  been  devoted  to  a  public  use,  and  that  the  statute  does 
not  grant  the  right  to  condemn  such  property  for  another  pub- 
lic use. 

The  court  declined  to  dismiss  the  proceeding  or  sustain  the 
demurrer  to  the  petition,  and  a  hearing  was  had  and  testi- 
mony taken,  after  which  the  court  on  the  9th  of  June,  1905, 
made  its  decision  in  writing  ordering  the  appointment  of 
commissioners  as  provided  by  statute  and  formal  findings  and 
order  to  carry  out  the  decision.  Afterwards  on  June  27, 1905, 
and  in  pursuance  of  this  decision,  an  order  was  entered  ap- 
pointing three  commissioners,  and  further  ordering  that  all 
proceedings  thereafter  be  had  under  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905, 
from  which  order  this  appeal  is  taken. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  signed  by  Lamoreux 
<&  Husting,  attorneys,  and  /.  L.  O'Connor,  of  counsel,  and 
oral  argument  by  Paul  Husting  and  C.  W.  Lamoreux. 

M.  L.  Ltieck  and  J.  E.  Malone,  for  the  respondents. 

Kerwin,  J.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  respond- 
ents that  the  order  is  not  appealable,  and,  if  this  position  is 
tenable,  no  other  question  presented  need  be  considered.  The 
decision  of  the  court  appointing  commissioners  having  been 
made  on  the  9th  day  of  June,  1905,  and  before  ch.  419,  Laws 
of  1905,  went  into  effect,  the  latter  law  has  no  application. 
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and  the  appealability  of  the  order  must  be  determined  by  the 
law  as  it  existed  at  the  time  the  court  made  its  decision.  The 
fact  that  the  order  was  entered  on  June  27th,  five  days  after 
ch.  419  went  into  effect,  is  of  no  consequence,  since  the  de- 
cision was  made  and  annoimced  June  9,  1905,  and  the  subse- 
quent entry  of  the  formal  order  was  the  entry  of  the  decision 
of  the  court  made  June  9th.  The  decision  of  the  court  and 
order  made  thereunder,  therefore,  must  be  regarded  as  made 
before  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905,  went  into  effect,  and  its  ap- 
pealability must  be  determined  by  the  law  as  it  stood  prior  to 
the  passage  of  said  ch.  419.  Since  no  appeal  from  this  order 
is  provided  for  under  sees.  1379 — 11  to  1379 — 31,  Stats. 
1898,  inclusive,  as  amended,  the  right  of  appeal  must  be 
found  in  the  statute  governing  appeals  from  orders  in  spe- 
cial proceedings  or  it  does  not  exist  The  proceeding  before 
us  is  clearly  a  special  proceeding.  Sees.  2594,  2596,  Stats. 
1898.  Therefore  no  appeal  is  given  from  an  order  in  such 
proceedings,  except  the  order  be  a  final  order  affecting  a  sub- 
stantial right  Subd.  2,  sec.  3069,  Stats.  1898.  As  said  by 
this  court  in  the  late  case  of  Kingston  v.  Kingston,  124  Wis^ 
363,  264,  102  N.  W.  577: 

"A  final  order  in  a  special  proceeding,  within  the  meaning 
of  this  statute,  is  one  which  determines  and  disposes  finally  of 
the  proceeding — one  which,  so  long  as  it  stands,  precludes 
any  further  steps  therein.  It  bears  the  same  relation  to  the 
proceeding  in  which  it  is  entered  as  the  final  judgment  bears 
to  an  action." 

The  order  in  question  does  not  determine  the  proceeding 
so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  class  of  appealable  orders  desig- 
nated by  the  statute.  Sec.  1379 — 11,  Stats.  1898,  respecting 
the  establishment  of  drainage  districts,  provides  for  the  filing 
of  petition  asking  for  the  organization  of  a  drainage  district^ 
and  sets  forth  what  the  petition  shall  contain.  Sec.  1379 — 12 
provides  for  notice,  and  sec.  1379 — 13,  as  amended  by  ch.  43,. 
Laws  of  1901,  provides  for  a  hearing  upon  the  petition,  and 
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further  provides  that,  upon  such  hearing,  if  it  shall  appear 
that  the  petition  has  been  signed  as  required,  and  that  the 
proposed  work  is  necessary  or  will  be  useful  for  drainage  of 
lands  proposed  to  be  drained,  and  that  the  public  health  and 
welfare  will  be  promoted  by  the  construction  of  the  work,  the 
<;ourt  shall  so  find  and  appoint  three  commissioners  to  lay  out 
and  construct  the  proposed  work.  Sec.  1379 — 14  provides 
for  the  taking  and  subscribing  of  an  oath  by  the  commission- 
ers and  the  giving  of  a  bond.  Sec.  1379 — 15  provides  that 
the  commissioners  shall  proceed  as  soon  as  may  be  after  their 
appointment,  and  within  such  time  as  the  court  may  direct, 
to  examine  the  lands  described  in  the  petition,  and  determine 
And  report  as  specified  in  this  section,  and  among  other  things 
report  whether  the  benefits  will  equal  or  exceed  the  aggregate 
cost  of  construction  including  expenses,  costs  of  proceedings, 
and  damages.  Sec.  1379 — 16  provides  that,  if  the  costs,  ex- 
penses, and  damages  are  more  than  equal  to  the  benefits  that 
will  be  bestowed  upon  the  lands  to  be  benefited,  they  shall  so 
report,  and  the  proceedings  shall  be  dismissed  at  the  cost  of 
the  petitioners.  Sec.  1379 — 17  provides  that  the  commis- 
sioners shall  not  be  confined  to  the  point  of  commencement, 
route,  or  terminus  of  the  drain  or  ditch,  or  the  location,  plan, 
or  extent  of  the  work  as  proposed  by  the  petitioners,  but  shall 
locate,  designate,  lay  out,  and  plan  the  same  in  such  manner 
as  to  them  shall  seem  best  designed  to  promote  the  public 
health  and  welfare  and  to  drain  or  protect  the  lands  of  the 
parties  interested  with  the  least  damage  and  greatest  benefit. 
Sec  1379 — 18,  as  amended  by  ch.  43,  Laws  of  1901,  relates 
to  action  and  hearing  on  report  of  commissioners,  and  pro- 
vides that  any  owner  of  lands,  person,  or  corporation  affected 
may  appear  on  the  day  of  hearing  and  remonstrate  against 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  proposed  work,  and  that  such 
remonstrance  shall  set  forth  the  objections,  whether  they  go 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners  or  the  court,  or 
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whether  they  rest  on  any  other  fact,  as  that  the  lands  are 
assessed  too  high,  or  too  low,  or  improperly,  or  that  lands  are 
assessed  which  ought  not  to  be,  or  that  lands  should  be  as- 
sessed which  are  not,  or  that  the  plans  proposed  should  be 
changed,  or  the  boundaries  of  the  district  altered,  or  that  the 
public  health  or  welfare  will  not  be  promoted  by  the  proposed 
work,  and  provides  for  a  hearing  upon  the  objection.  If  the 
court  finds  that  the  report  requires  modification  the  same  may 
be  referred  to  the  commissioners,  who  may  be  required  to 
modify  in  any  respect,  and,  if  the  finding  be  against  the  va- 
lidity of  the  proceedings,  the  same  shall  be  dismissed  at  the 
cost  of  the  petitioners.  If  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, the  court,  after  the  report  shall  have  been  modified^ 
to  conform  to  the  findings,  or  if  there  be  no  remonstrance, 
shall  confirm  the  same,  and  the  order  of  confirmation  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive,  and  the  proposed  work  established, 
subject  to  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  This  sec- 
tion further  provides  that  the  order  of  confirmation  may  at 
the  same  or  subsequent  term  be  revised^  modified,  or  changed, 
and  that  the  court  may  permit  the  commissioners  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental report,  and,  after  notice  to  parties  adversely  inter- 
ested, the  court  may  upon  hearing  make  such  other  order  as 
the  case  may  require. 

It  is  very  clear  from  these  provisions  of  the  statute  that  the 
order  appointing  the  commissioners  is  not  a  final  order  from 
which  an  appeal  can  be  taken,  and  that  the  appeal  given  under 
sec.  1379 — 18  is  the  first  appeal  contemplated  by  the  statute 
under  these  proceedings.  The  order  appointing  commission- 
ers does  not  finally  determine  or  dispose  of  the  proceeding, 
and  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  above  referred  to  the 
same  may  be  determined  and  finally  disposed  of  and  the  pro- 
ceeding dismissed  upon  hearing  on  the  report  So,  it  is  clear 
from  the  statute,  as  well  as  the  decisions  of  this  court,  that 
the  order  appointing  commissioners  is  not  a  final  order  affect- 
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ing  a  substantial  right  from  which  an  appeal  will  lie.  Kings- 
ton V.  Kingston,  124  Wis.  263,  102  N.  W.  577,  and  case& 
cited. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  outside  of  this  state  in  search  of 
authority  upon  the  subject  What  constitutes  a  final  order 
from  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken  is  w^ell  settled  by  the  de- 
cisions of  this  court  Counsel  for  appellants  rely  with  ap- 
parent confidence  upon  the  decisions  of  this  court,  which, 
they  claim,  sustain  their  position  that  the  order  is  appealable. 
In  In  re  Theresa  Drainage  DisL  90  Wis.  301,  63  N.  W.  288, 
the  question  of  appealability  of  the  order  was  neither  raised 
nor  considered.  In  Bryant  v.  Rohhins,  70  Wis.  258,  35  N.  W. 
545,  and  74  Wis.  608,  43  K  W.  507,  the  appeal  was  from 
an  order  dismissing  the  petition,  and,  of  course,  where  the 
petition  was  dismissed,  the  order  dismissing  it  terminated  the 
proceeding,  and,  so  long  as  it  stood,  precluded  any  further 
'steps  therein.  So,  the  orders  were  appealable  under  the  re- 
peated decisions  of  this  court. 

We  are  also  cited  to  decisions  holding  that  orders  appoint- 
ing or  refusing  to  appoint  commissioners  in  condemnation 
proceedings  are  appealable,  and  it  is  claimed  that  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners  for  the  condemnation  of  lands  for 
the  use  of  railroads,  imder  sees.  1846,  1852,  Stats.  1898,  are 
similar  to  the  proceedings  here,  but  it  will  be  seen  from  an 
examination  of  the  statutes  that  such  proceedings  are  quite 
different.  In  these  proceedings  the  court  determines  before 
the  appointment  of  commissioners  the  jurisdictional  facta 
which  authorize  such  appointment,  and  makes  no  further  pro- 
vision for  subsequent  consideration  or  review  of  these  ques- 
tions, the  appeal  provided  for  being  from  the  award  made  by 
the  commissioners,  while  in  the  case  before  us  the  statute  ex- 
pressly provides  for  a  review  of  all  matters  upon  the  report 
of  the  commissioners,  and  for  an  appeal  from  the  order  con- 
firming such  report.  The  hearing  upon  the  petition  for  the 
appointment  of  commissioners  to  condemn  lands  for  railroads- 
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involves  the  questions  whether  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to 
take  the  lands  for  railroad  purposes,  whether  it  is  required 
for  such  purposes,  and  whether  it  is  the  intention  of  the  peti- 
tioner in  good  faith  to  construct  the  road  authorized  by  its 
charter,  and  certain  other  facts  which  the  statute  requires  to 
be  established  before  commissioners  can  be  appointed.  All 
these  questions  are  adjudicated  and  settled,  and  are  the  only 
questions  for  adjudication  before  appeal  from  the  award.  The 
commissioners  then  proceed  without  any  further  action  of  the 
court  and  make  their  award,  from  which  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  to  the  circuit  court.  Upon  filing  the  report  in  the  judg- 
ment book,  and  at  any  time  after  the  making  of  such  award, 
the  railroad  corporation  may  pay  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  for 
the  use  of  the  owners  the  amounts  awarded  by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  thereupon  enter  upon,  take,  and  use  the  lands 
for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  condemned,  and  may 
be  put  in  possession  of  the  same.  So,  it  will  be  seen  that 
imder  the  railroad  condemnation  statute  the  whole  matter, 
including  the  right  to  take  possession  of  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, is  settled  and  determined  by  the  order  appointing  com- 
missioners and  payment  of  award,  subject  to  the  right  of 
appeal  to  the  circuit  court.  The  order,  therefore,  in  rail- 
road condemnation  proceedings  appointing  conmiissioners  is 
clearly  a  final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right  in  a  special 
proceeding. 

Nor  can  we  see  that  Stone  v.  Little  Yellow  Drainage  Dist, 
118  Wis.  388,  95  K  W.  405,  supports  appellants'  contention. 
There  the  commissioners  were  appointed,  and  on  January  4, 
1900,  made  and  filed  their  report,  and  same  was  confirmed. 
Afterwards  in  May,  1901,  the  court  made  an  order  modifying 
the  order  of  January  4, 1900,  and  later,  on  July  18,  1901,  on 
petition  previously  made  and  without  notice,  the  court  made 
an  order  confirming  a  second  assessment  and  directing  that 
the  same  fall  due  in  instalments  at  dates  between  ten  and 
twenty  years  thereafter,  and  authorizing  commissioners  to 
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issue  interest-bearing  bonds.  The  complaint  alleged  these  pro- 
ceedings illegal  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
prayed  injunction  against  Ae  commissioners  prohibiting  them 
from  taking  steps  to  collect  such  assessments  and  from  issuing 
bonds  under  the  order  of  the  court  What  was  said  in  this 
case  with  reference  to  the  right  of  appeal  clearly  had  refer- 
ence to  the  appeal  provided  for  under  sec.  1379 — 18,  Stats. 
1898,  not  to  an  appeal  from  the  order  appointing  commis- 
sioners. At  page  393  of  118  Wis.  (95  N.  W.  407)  this  court 
said: 

"A  remedy  deemed  by  the  legislators  complete  for  the  cor- 
rection of  any  such  errors  existed  in  an  appeal  from  the  final 
order.'' 

We  deem  further  discussion  of  the  question  unnecessary. 
We  hold  that  the  order  appealed  from  is  not  a  final  order  from 
which  an  appeal  can  be  taken.  The  fact  that  the  court  made 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  does  not  improve  ap- 
pellants' position  respecting  the  right  of  appeal.  Maynard 
V.  Oreenfield,  103  Wis.  670,  79  N.  W.  407 ;  Cook  v.  McComb, 
91  Wis.  445,  65  N.  W.  181. 

It  follows  that  the  order  appointing  commissioners  is  not 
appealable,  and  therefore  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

By  the  Court. — It  is  so  ordered. 


CooPEE,  Appellant,  vs.  Geangeb,  Respondent 

May  S—June  21,  1906. 

Term$  of  court:  Duration:  Adjournments:  Presumptions:  Yacating 
judgment:  New  trial:  Imposition  of  costs. 

1.  Under  sec.  2572,  Stats.  1888,  a  term  of  court  does  not  come  to  an 
end  upon  an  adjournment  "subject  to  the  order  of  the  Judge/' 
but  continues  until  the  final  adjournment  thereof  without  day 
or  the  commencement  of  a  new  term. 
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2.  An  order,  dated  on  the  day  of  the  opening  of  a  new  term,  recited 

that  said  day  was  an  adjourned  day  of  the  previoas  term.  After 
making  the  order  the  court  adjourned  sine  die.  Held,  that  it 
will  be  presumed  that  such  adjournment  took  place  prior  to  en- 
tering upon  the  business  of  the  new  term. 

3.  It  was  not  error  not  to  impose  costs  upon  setting  aside  a  rerdict 

and  judgnaent  for  the  reasons,  amons[  others,  that  the  court 
committed  errors  upon  the  trial  and  th^  the  verdict  was.per- 
Terse. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Price 
county :  John  K.  Parish,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution.    Issue  being 
joined  and  trial  had,  the  jury  at  the  close  thereof  and  on 
June  28, 1904,  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and 
assessed  her  damages  at  $400.     Thereupon  the  court  by  an  . 
entry  in  the  minutes  ordered  a  stay  of  proceedings.    July  18, 
1904,  the  defendant  entered  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  minutes  of  the  judge,  and  pro- 
cured a  stay  of  proceedings  until  further  ordered.    Upon  the 
motion  being  called  for  hearing  the  defendant's  attorney 
stated  in  open  court  that  bis  client  had  changed  his  mind  and 
did  not  want  a  new  trial,  whereupon  the  court  ordered  that 
such  stay  of  proceedings  be  and  the  same  was  thereby  set 
aside  and  vacated.    July  19,  1904,  the  court  "adjourned  sub- 
ject to  the  order  of  the  judge."    July  21, 1904,  judgment  was 
perfected  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  rfor  the  amount  of  the  ver- 
dict and  costs.    November  23,  1904,  an  attorney  not  of  rec- 
ord in  the  case  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new 
trial  up<Mi  the  minutes  of  the  court.    Objection  being  made 
to  the  appearance  of  such  attorney  without  substitution,  leave 
was  granted  to  the  plaintiff  to  corroborate  such  objection  by 
affidavit,  and  the  court  thereupon  took  the  question  under  ad- 
visement and  "adjourned  subject  to  the  order  of  the  judge." 
December  30,  1904,  the  court  overruled  such  objection,  and 
ordered  that  the  attorney  who  made  such  motion  be  and  he 
was  thereby  substituted  as  attorney  and  counsel  for  the  de- 
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fendant  On  January  3,  1905,  "the  June,  1904,  term  of 
court  opened  by  order  of  judge,"  and  the  following  written 
order  was  niad6 : 

"This  action  having  been  brought  on  for  trial  before  the 
court  and  a  jury  at  the  regular  June,  1904,  term  of  said  court, 
and  the  jury  having  returned  a  verdict  herein  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant,  and  this  action  having 
been  brought  before  the  court  on  iJiis  3d  day  of  January, 
A.  D.  1905,  on  a  motion  to  vacate  and  set  aside  said  verdict 
and  judgment  herein,  and  said  motion  being  heard  on  an  ad- 
journed day  of  said  June,  1904,  term  of  said  court,  and  after 
hearing  counsel  for  the  defendant  as  well  as  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  court  being  fully  advised  herein,  on  mo- 
tion of  John  B.  Hagarty,  of  counsel  for  the  defendant,  it  is 
hereby  ordered  that  the  verdict  and  judgment  herein  be  and 
the  same  are  hereby  vacated  and  set  aside,  because  the  same 
are  against  the  law,  and  because  the  same  are  against  the  evi- 
dence, and  because  the  court  erred  in  instructing  the  jury, 
and  because  the  court  erred  in  excluding  evidence  offered  by 
the  defendant,  and  because  the  court  erred  in  admitting  evi- 
dence against  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  and  for  the  rea- 
son that  defendant's  counsel  failed  to  argue  the  case  to  the 
jury,  and  because  the  damages  herein  assessed  by  the  jury  are 
excessive,  and  because  the  verdict  was  and  is  perverse. 

"Done  this  3d  day  of  January,  1905." 

After  granting  said  motion  the  court  ordered  that  the  judg- 
ment stand  as  security,  and  thereupon  adjourned  sine  die. 
Afterwards  and  on  June  6,  1905,  said  order  was  entered  of 
record.    From  that  order  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellant  on  the  brief  of 
0.  E.  Schwmdt,  and  for  the  respondent  on  that  of  John  B. 
Hagarty. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  1.  The  proceedings  in  the  action  between 
the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  verdict  and  the  making  of 
the  order  appealed  from  are  fully  set  forth  in  the  foregoing 
statement  It  is  urged  that  the  order  should  be  reversed  be- 
cause the  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial 
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upon  the  minutes  of  the  judge  "was  not  joined  with  a  motion 
to  vacate  the  judgment"  Bailey  v.  Costello,  94  Wis.  87,  93, 
68  N.  W.  663.  But  a  sufficient  answer  to  such  objection  is 
that  the  order  itself  recites  and  declares  that  "on  a  motion  to 
vacate  and  set  aside  said  verdict  and  judgment"  the  same 
were  "vacated  and  set  aside."  We  cannot  say  from  the  rec- 
ord before  us  that  such  statements  were  not  correct. 

2.  It  is  further  contended  that  such  motion  was  improperly 
granted,  because  it  was  based  upon  the  minutes  of  the  judge 
and  was  not  made  and  determined  at  the  trial  term,  which  was 
in  June,  1904.  Whitney  v,  Kamer,  44  Wis.  563 ;  Dufur  v. 
Home  Inv.  Co.  122  Wis.  470, 100  N.  W.  831.  The  argument 
seems  to  be  that  the  adjournments  of  July  19,  1904,  and  of 
November  23,  1904,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  judge,  with- 
out any  adjournment  to  a  specific  day,  operated  as  a  termina- 
tion of  the  June,  1904,  term  of  the  court  The  statute  pro- 
vides that  a  motion  made  but  not  decided  during  the  term  is 
deemed  to  be  overruled,  and  an  exception  to  such  constructive 
denial  is  to  be  allowed.  Sec.  2878,  Stats.  1898,  as  amended 
by  ch.  100,  Laws  of  1901.    The  statute  also  declares: 

"No  omission  to  adjourn  any  such  court  from  day  to  day, 
previous  to  the  final  adjournment  thereof  without  day,  shall 
vitiate  any  proceedings  in  such  court."  Sec.  2572,  Stats. 
1898. 

Under  this  section  it  has  been  held  that  "a  term  of  court 
does  not  come  to  an  end  by  failure  to  adjourn  to  a  specific 
time,  but  once  conmienced  it  continues  until  terminated  by  an 
affirmative  judicial  act  or  by  the  commencement  of  a  new 
term."  State  ex  rel  Burher  v.  McBain,  102  Wis.  431,  435, 
436,  78  N.  W.  602.  It  follows  that  the  June,  1904,  term  of 
the  court  continued  until  the  commencement  of  the  new  term 
of  the  court,  imless  sooner  terminated  by  the  affirmative  action 
of  the  court  in  adjourning  such  term.  The  first  day  of  the  new 
term  was  January  3,  1905.  The  order  recites,  in  effect,  that 
the  "motion  to  vacate  and  set  aside  said  verdict  and  judg- 
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ment^'  was  "heard  on  an  adjourned  day  of  said  June,  1904, 
term  of  said  court,"  being  January  3,  1905,  on  which  day  the 
order  was  made  and  signed ;  and  the  record  shows  that  upon 
granting  said  motion  and  ordering  the  judgment  to  stand  as 
security  the  court  adjourned  ''sine  die/'  Such  order  was 
effectual  though  not  entered  of  record  until  June  6,  1905. 
Thus,  it  appears  that  the  adjournment  of  the  June,  1904,  term 
was  on  the  same  day  as  the  opening  of  the  new  term.  The 
fair  presumption  is  that  such  adjournment  of  the  June,  1904, 
term  took  place  prior^to  entering  upon  the  business  of  the 
new  term.    Certainly,  error  is  not  to  be  presumed. 

3.  Error  is  assigned  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment without  imposing  terms.  The  order  appealed  from 
states  the  groimds  upon  which  it  was  based,  and,  among 
others,  that  the  court  erred  in  charging  the  jury,  in  exclud- 
ing evidence,  in  admitting  evidence,  and  because  the  verdict 
was  perverse.  The  failure  to  impose  costs  in  such  a  case  is 
not  error.  Maxon  v.  Gates,  112  Wis.  196,  202,  88  N.  W.  54, 
and  cases  there  cited. 

By  the  Court, — The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed. 


Sniveley,  Respondent,  vs.  Keystone  Lumber  Company, 

Appellant  • 

May  8— June  21,  1906. 

Deeds:  Construction:  Payment  of  taxes. 

Where  a  conveyance  of  lands  contained  a  reservation  of  timber 
thereon  with  the  right  to  remove  it,  and  provided  that  the 
grantor  should  "pay  all  taxes  ui)on  the  lands  .  .  .  until  it 
shall  give  a  written  release  of  said  timber/'  the  grantor  was 
bound  to  pay  only  such  taxes  as,  prior  to  the  giving  of  the  re- 
lease, had  become  liens  upon  the  land  by  extension  on  the  tax 
roll  and  delivery  of  the  warrant  for  collection. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


21]  JAinJARY  TERM,  1906.  55 

Bniveley  v.  Keystone  Lamber  CJo.  129  Wis.  64. 

Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  JoHif  K.  Partsh,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed, 

Charge  F.  Merrill,  for  the  appellant 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Luse,  PoweU, 
deForest  &  Luse,  and  oral  argument  by  L.  K.  Lose. 

WiNBLOw,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  of  the  defend- 
ant the  amounts  paid  by  the  plaintiff  as  taxes  upon  certain 
lands,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  them. 
The  facts  are  simple.  The  defendant  originally  owned  the 
lands.  On  March  11,  1901,  it  conveyed  them  by  warranty 
deed  to  one  Ogden,  the  deed  containing  a  reservation  of  all 
the  timber  of  certain  kinds  upon  the  land,  with  the  right  to 
cut  and  remove  the  same  on  or  before  May  19,  1905,  and  the 
further  provision  that  the  grantor  shotdd  "pay  all  taxes  upon 
the  lands  .  .  .  until  it  shall  give  written  release  of  said  tim- 
ber, specifying  particularly  what  descriptions  of  land  are  so 
released.^'  Ogden  conveyed  the  lands  to  the  plaintin  Decem- 
ber 7,  1901.  On  Xovember  23,  1901,  the  defendant  gave 
written  notice  to  Mr.  Ogden  that  it  had  removed  the  timber 
from  certain  parcels  of  the  land  particularly  described  and 
released  said  lands.  On  November  12,  1902,  it  gave  like  no- 
tice to  the  plaintiff  as  to  certain  other  parcels,  and  on  Novem- 
ber 12,  1903,  it  gave  like  notice  as  to  the  remaining  parcels. 
The  defendant  did  not  pay  the  taxes  for  1901  upon  the  lands 
released  November  23,  1901,  nor  did  it  pay  the  taxes  for 
1902  on  the  lands  released  in  November  of  that  year,  nor  the 
taxes  for  1903  on  the  lands  released  in  November  of  that 
year.  In  June,  1904,  the  plaintiff  redeemed  said  lands  from 
the  sales  for  said  unpaid  taxes,  and  brings  this  action  to  re- 
cover the  amounts  so  paid.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  as  the 
town  taxes  were  levied  as  early  as  September  in  each  year, 
and  the  state  and  county  taxes  early  in  November,  they  were 
all  "taxes  upon  the  lands"  existing  prior  to  the  dates  of  the 
releases,  and  should  have  been  paid  by  the  defendant  imder 
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its  agreement  The  defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  claims  that 
the  taxes  did  not  become  taxes  upon  the  lands  within  the 
meaning  of  the  reservation  clause  in  the  deed  until  Decem- 
ber in  each  year,  when  the  derk  of  the  town  delivered  the  tax 
roll  and  warrant  to  the  town  treasurer  under  the  provisions 
of  sec  1081,  Stats.  1898. 

The  trial  court  adopted  the  plaintiff's  viewpf  the  meaning 
of  the  agreement,  but  we  think  the  defendant's  view  is  cor- 
rect. It  is  simply  a  question  of  construction  of  language.  The 
language  is  as  follows:  "the  grantor  to  pay  all  taxes  upon  the 
lands  upon  which  the  timber  is  reserved  amtil  it  shall  give 
written  release  of  said  timber.''  It  seems  to  us  that  the  nat- 
ural meaning  of  this  language  is  that  the  grantor  is  to  pay  all 
taxes  which  have  reached  definite  shape  as  a  lien  upon  the 
lands  by  extension  upon  the  tax  roll  prior  to  the  release.  It 
could  hardly  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
grantor  was  to  pay  taxes  the  amount  of  which  had  not  yet 
been  ascertained  and  which  could  not  be  paid  to  any  officer 
prior  to  the  release.  It  is  true  that  taxes  are  levied  in  gross 
upon  the  entire  property  of  the  town  months  before  the  war- 
rant is  delivered  to  the  treasurer,  but  they  do  not  become  a 
specific  lien  or  charge  upon  any  parcel  of  land  until  they  have 
been  extended  upon  the  tax  roll  and  the  warrant  of  collection 
has  been  iss>;ed.  Spear  v.  Door  Co.  65  Wis.  298, 27  N.  W.  60. 
The  statute  does  not  consider  them  as  liens  upon  the  land 
until  the  date  of  the  warrant    Stats.  1898,  sec.  1153. 

We  think  it  very  clear  that  the  parties  intended  by  their 
agreement  that  the  grantor  should  pay  all  taxes  which  had 
become  liens  upon  the  land  so  that  they  could  be  paid  prior 
to  the  release,  and  none  others. 

By  the  Court — Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
with  directions  to  dismiss  the  complaint 
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State  ex  rei..  Edwabd  Hines  Lumbeb  Company,  Respond- 
ent, vs.  Fisheb,  City  Clerk,  Appellant 

Uay  9--June  21,  1906. 

Taxation:  Board  of  review:  Increase  of  assessment:  Jurisdictional 
errors:  Judicial  review:  Evidence:  Logs  and  lumber, 

1.  Judicial  review  of  the  action  of  a  hoard  of  review  in  increasing  an 

assessment  extends  only  to  the  correction  of  Jurisdictional  er- 
rors, not  mere  errors  of  judgment  as  to  the  preponderance  of 
the  evidence. 

2.  Where  the  board  of  review  had  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter 

of  increasing  an  assessment,  and  in  making  the  increase  acted 
upon  evidence  which,  in  any  reasonable  view  thereof,  Justified 
its  decision,  it  did  not  commit  any  jurisdictional  error. 
Z.  In  this  case  the  decision  of  the  board -of  review,  in  increasing  the 
amount  assessed  to  a  corporation  upon  logs  and  lumber,  is  held 
to  be  warranted  by  evidence  as  to  their  value  and  showing  that 
portions  of  the  lumber,  claimed  to  have  been  sold  prior  to  May 
1,  remained  in  possession  of  the  corporation  as  agent  and  were 
therefore  assessable  to  it  under  sec.  1044,  Stats.  1898. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  certiorari  proceed- 
ings to  review  the  action  of  the  board  of  review  of  the  city  of 
Ashland. 

The  evidence  appearing  by  the  record  in  substance  and  ef- 
fect is  as  follows : 

For  the  year  1903  the  assessor  of  the  city  of  Ashland  as- 
sessed to  respondent  as  its  property  in  such  city  liable  to  tax- 
ation on  the  1st  day  of  May  of  that  year : 

18,145,000  feet  of  lumber  valued  at  $255,956  00 

18,000,000  feet  of  logs            "        "  144,000  00 

7.925,000  pieces  of  lath        "        "  11,581  00 

Boom  sticks                             "        "  1,200  00 


Total '. . . .     1412,737  00 

September  16,  1903,  respondent  applied  to  the  board  of 
review  of  said  city  for  a  reduction  of  such  assessment,  claim- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


58  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [JnNit 

state  ex  rel.  Edward  Hines  L.  Ck>.  y.  Fisher,  129  Wia.  57. 

ing  the  same  to  be  excessive  both  as  to  the  amount  of  property 
and  rate  of  valuation.  In  support  thereof  it  made  proof  that 
of  the  lumber  and  lath  so  assessed  and  which  was  in  fact  in 
the  lumber  yard  and  on  the  docks  used  by  it  May  1,  1903, 
it  theretofore  sold  and  passed  the  title  to  4,775,000  feet  to- 
White  River  Lumber  Company  for  the  simi  of  $65,815.50 
and  sold  and  passed  title  to  5,700,502  feet  to  John  E.  Bums 
Lumber  Company  for  $95,687.56;  that  the  total  amount  of 
lumber  on  the  docks  and  in  the  yard  was  17,600,000  feet, 
leaving  7,124,500  feet  unsold ;  that  the  amount  of  its  logs  at 
the  time  aforesaid  was  9,957,089  feet;  that  there  were  no 
boom  sticks,  and  that  of  the  total  value  of  lath,  $11,581, 
$5,820  was  included  in  the  two  sales  aforesaid,  leaving  on: 
hand  lath  of  the  value  of  $5,761.  There  was  evidence  that 
the  logs  were  worth  $8  per  thousand  feet.  It  was  conceded 
that  the  unsold  lumber  was  worth  on  the  average  $14.11  per 
thousand,  or  $100,519.64.  There  was  further  evidence  show- 
ing or  tending  to  show  that  the  entire  amount  of  logs  deliv- 
ered in  Ashland  during  the  preceding  logging  season,  the 
property  of  respondent,  was  19,885,140  feet,  out  of  which 
lumber  was  manufactured  prior  to  May  1,  1903,  to  the- 
amount  of  9,928,051  feet  Upon  such  state  of  the  case  the 
assessment  was  reduced  by  the  board  of  review  as  follows : 

7,124,500  feet  of  lumber     |100,533  00 

9,957,089  feet  of  logs    79,656  OO 

Lath   5.761  00 

Total 1185,950  00 

In  this  it  was  assumed  that  the  lumber  corresponded  in- 
fect to  an  equivalent  in  log  scale. 

Proceedings  were  thereafter  had  before  the  board  of  re- 
view to  determine  whether  the  limiber  thus  omitted  from  the 
assessment  should  be  assessed  to  the  owner  of  the  yard  and 
docks  where  the  same  was  located  on  the  1st  day  of  May,. 
1903,  because  of  such  owner  being  in  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty as  agent    Ximicrous  witnesses  were  sworn  and  gave  tes-^ 
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timony,  including  the  owner  of  the  dock,  the  proprietors,  or 
some  of  them,  of  the  mill  where  the  lumber  was  sawed,  the 
person  who  attended  to  shipping  the  lumber,  sold  as  afore- 
said, subsequent  to  May  1,  1903,  and  the  manager  of  the 
respondent's  business  at  Ashland.  The  evidence  tended  to 
show  that  the  sold  lumber  w^s  on  the  docks  and  in  the  yards 
at  Ashland  on  May  1,  1903,  the  same  as  when  it  was  sold  a 
few  days  prior  thereto ;  that  no  change  occurred  between  the 
time  of  the  sale  and  such  1st  day  of  May,  except  the  piles  of 
lumber  sold  were  appropriately  marked.  The  yards  and  docks 
were  under  the  absolute  control  of  respondent  It  permitted 
the  owners  of  the  sold  lumber  to  leave  the  same  there  till  such 
time  as  they  desired  to  ship  the  property  to  the  trade.  Re- 
spondent exercised  exclusive  control  over  the  docks  after  the 
sale  and  as  before.  It  informed  parties  imder  orders  to  load 
any  of  the  lumber  where  it  was  located.  When  limiber  was 
shipped  out,  the  person  having  charge  of  the  inspection  and 
shipment  after  doing  his  work  reported  to  respondent.  The 
respondent  resold  a  considerable  portion  of  the  lumber.  The 
persons  who  manufactured  the  lumber  and  owned  the  yards 
and  docks  did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  the  lumber  after 
the  sawing  was  done  and  the  product  was  piled  in  the  yards. 
The  owners  of  the  docks  gave  respondent  full  control  thereof 
and  it  exercised  such  control.  The  lumber  scale  usually  over- 
ran the  log  scale  from  twenty  to  thirty-three  per  cent. 

As  a  result  of  such  showing  the  board  adopted  a  resolution 
to  the  effect  that  it  was  intended  to  increase  the  assessment  of 
property  to  respondent  to  the  following:  $256,216.81  on  lum- 
ber; $103,056  on  logs;  $11,581  on  lath;  making  in  all 
$370,853.81 ;  and  that  written  notice  thereof  should  be  served 
on  respondent  specifying  a  time  and  place  for  it  to  appear 
and  show  cause,  if  any  existed,  why  such  increase  should  not 
be  made.  Notice  was  given  accordingly.  In  due  time  it  ap- 
peared before  the  board  by  its  attorney  and  manager  and  sub- 
mitted to  further  proceedings  in  regard  to  the  assessment  with 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


60  SUPKEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Junk 

State  ex  rel.  Edward  Hines  L.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  129  Wis.  57. 

the  understanding  that  all  evidence  taken  prior  thereto  should 
be  considered.  The  condition  was  tacitly  agreed  to  and  the 
hearing  proceeded.  The  new  evidence  giren  was  substantially 
all  by  respondent's  manager.  He  testified,  in  effect,  that  for 
the  sawing  season  previous  to  the  one  during  which  the  lum- 
ber in  question  was  manufactured  the  lumber  scale  did  not 
overrun  the  log  scale ;  that  after  the  lumber  described  in  the 
bills  of  sale  was  sold,  respondent  did  not  do  anything  there- 
with unless  requested  to,  and  that  the  witness  did  not  him- 
self know  of  any  request  being  made ;  that  respondent  would 
have  changed  nimibers  on  piles  of  lumber  if  requested  to  do 
so  by  the  owners,  but  that  no  such  request  was  made.  The 
testimony  before  given  that  the  docks  and  piling  yards  where 
the  limiber  was  located  were  under  control  of  respondent  and 
that  it  gave  the  necessary  directions  to  the  estimator  and 
shipper  when  the  lumber  was  moved  was  not  denied. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  the  assessment  of  property  to 
respondent  was  raised  in  accordance  with  the  previously  de- 
clared intention.  A  writ  of  certiorari  was  thereupon  sued  out 
of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland  county  to  review  such  action. 
The  hearing  in  such  court  resulted  in  a  decision  that  such 
action  was  without  evidence,  and  contrary  to  evidence  sub- 
mitted by  the  relator,  and  without  jurisdiction.  From  the 
judgment  accordingly  entered  this  appeal  was  taken. 

F.  J.  Colignon,  for  the  appellant 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
Lamorenx  &  Shea. 

Mabshall,  J.  The  law  is  too  well  settled  to  warrant  more 
being  said  in  respect  thereto  than  to  suggest  that  if  the  board 
of  review  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  by  having 
taken  the  proper  proceedings  to  justify  considering  the  mat- 
ter of  whether  the  assessment  of  property  to  the  respondent 
shotdd  be  increased,  and  if,  in  making  the  increase,  it  acted 
on  evidence  which  in  any  reasonable  view  thereof  justified 
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its  decision,  it  did  not  commit  any  jurisdictional  error  and 
the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  reversing  its  action  is  errone- 
ous. It  was  not  competent  for  such  court  to  weigh  the  evi- 
dence upon  which  the  board  acted  and  determine  the  matter 
in  controversy  according  to  the  judicial  idea  of  the  prepon- 
derance of  such  evidence.  The  judicial  review,  as  indicated, 
only  extended  to  correcting  jurisdictional  errors.  That  did 
not  include,  of  course,  mere  errors  of  judgment  as  to  the  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence.  State  ex  rel.  Augusta  v.  Loshy^ 
115  Wis,  57,  90  K  W.  188;  State  ex  rel.  Vilas  v.  Wharton, 
117  Wis.  558,  94  N.  W.  359;  State  ex  rel  N.  C.  Foster  L, 
Co.  V.  Williams,  123  Wis.  61,  100  N.  W.  1048;  State  ex  reL 
J.  S.  Steams  L.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  124  Wis.  271,  102  N.  W.  566. 
There  is  no  question  raised  but  what  the  board  had  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter  of  reviewing  the  assessment. 
Therefore,  if  it  committed  jurisdictional  error  in  reaching  a 
determination  it  was  by  acting  without  any  credible  evidence^ 
warranting  the  same.  As  we  look  at  the  record,  the  substance 
of  which  is  fairly  epitomized  in  the  statement,  it  seems  that 
the  learned  trial  court  could  not  have  reached  the  result  now 
complained  of,  ftdly  appreciating  the  narrow  scope  of  its 
proper  view  as  before  indicated.  If  it  were  not  for  the  state- 
ment in  the  court's  decision  that  the  determination  of  the 
board  was  not  only  contrary  to  the  evidence  but  without  juris- 
diction, we  could  not  well  escape  the  conclusion  that  it  was 
supposed  that  a  review  of  the  evidence  and  a  decision  in  ac- 
cordance with  ike  preponderance  thereof  was  permissible. 
Looking  at  the  court's  conclusion  and  the  evidence,  it  seems 
that  either  it  did  not  have  the  latter  clearly  in  mind  when  the 
former  was  pronounced,  or,  mistaking  the  law,  it  came  to  a 
conclusion  by  weighing  the  evidence  and  determining  the  pre- 
ponderance thereof,  and  then  made  the  further  mistake  of 
signing  a  decision  prepared  by  counsel,  consistent  with  the 
view  that  there  was  no  credible  evidence  warranting  the  ac- 
tion of  the  board. 
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What  has  been  said,  it  seems,  is  amply  borne  out  by  the 
statement  preceding  this  opinion*  The  amount  of  logs  as  at 
first  assessed  was  determined  by  deducting  the  lumber  scale 
from  the  log  scale,  on  the  theory  that  the  one  would  only  be 
univalent  to  the  other.  The  scale  of  respondent^  logs  which 
it  attempted  to  account  for  in  lumber  on  hand,  sold  and  un- 
•sold,  and  logs  was  19,885,140  feet  The  amoimt  of  lumber 
manufactured  therefrom  prior  to  the  1st  day  of  May,  1903, 
was  9,928,051  feet  The  latter  being  deducted  from  the  for- 
mer left  9,957,089  feet,  which  was  taken  in  the  first  instance 
as  the  amount  of  logs  on.  hand  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1903. 
Such  amount  was  accordingly  assessed  to  respondent  at  $8  a 
thousand,  there  being  testimony  that  they  were  worth  that 
amount  That  made  the  value  of  the  logs  $79,656.71.  When 
the  board  came  to  the  final  conclusion  there  was  proof  before 
it  that  saw  logs,  customarily,  yield  from  twenty  to  thirty- 
three  per  cent  more  board  measure  in  lumber  than  the  log 
scale.  Manifestly  it  was  competent  for  the  board  to  regard 
that  evidence  as  credible  and  to  determine  the  amount  of  re- 
spondent's logs  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1903,  accordingly, 
which  appears  to  have  been  done.  That  accounts  fully 
for  the  increase  in  the  assessment  for  logs  over  the  original 
$79,656.71. 

There  was  ample  evidence  to  warrant  the  board  in  coming 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  lumber  included  in  the  two  sales 
made  shortly  before  May  1,  1903,  on  that  date  was  still  in 
respondent's  possession  as  agent  for  the  owners  and  therefore 
was  assessable  to  it  We  will  not  here  recite  the  evidence  on 
this  point  It  is  sufficiently  shown  by  the  statem^it  If  the 
so-called  sold  lumber  was  in  respondent's  possession  as  agent 
on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1903,  it  was  assessable  to  it  the  same 
as  if  it  were  then  the  owner.  Sec  1044,  Stats.  1898.  It  seems 
quite  plain  that  the  board,  regarding  the  law  as  stated,  and 
properly  believing  from  the  evidence  that  respondent,  May  1, 
1903,  was  in  possession  of  the  lumber  as  agent,  assessed  the 
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same  to  it,  and  not  upon  the*theory  su^ested  in  the  brief  of 
.  respondent's  counsel  that  the  bills  of  sale  were  fictitious.  The 
lumber  was  valued  by  the  board  at  the  price  for  which  the 
same  was  sold.  The  evidence  of  actual  sale  price  of  the  lum- 
ber, supported  as  it  was  by  evidence  showing  that  the  lumber 
was  well  worth  such  sale  price,  amply  warranted  the  board  in 
taking  such  price  as  the  fair  assessable  value.  What  has  been 
said  with  reference  to  the  lumber  of  course  includes  the  lath, 
and  thus  the  entire  action  of  the  board  is  fully  justified  £to  far 
as  any  jurisdictional  error  is  concerned. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is 
remanded  with  directions  to  affirm  the  decision  of  the  board 
of  review. 


Ashland  Couitty,  Appellant,  vs.  Knight  and  others,  Ex- 
ecutors, etc..  Respondents. 

May  9--June  21, 1906. 

Taxation:  Re'^tssessment  wTiere  prior  assessment  set  aside:  Assess- 
ment to  agent  not  in  possession. 

1.  Sec  1059,  Stats.  1898,  as  amended  by  ch.  50,  Laws  of  1899,  does 

xM>t  authorize  re-asseaamoit,  in  a  subsequent  year,  of  property 
which  was  assessed  and  entered  upon  the  tax  roU  for  the  year 
in  which  it  should  have  been  taxed,  and  where  such  prior  as- 
sessment has  been  set  aside  or  determined  to  be  illegal  and  void. 

2.  Personal  property  cannot  lawfully  be  re-assessed  to  an  agent  to 

whom  it  never  belonged  and  who  is  not  in  possession  (rf  it  at 
the  time  of  the  atten^pted  re-assessment 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
<»unty:  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Action  to  recover  $874.50  appearing  on  the  tax  roll  of  the 
city  of  Ashland  for  the  year  1903,  under  the  following  cir- 
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cumstances:  Upon  the  assessment  roll  in  the  spring  of  1903- 
the  following  entry  appears : 

"Assessment  roll.  Personal  Property.  For  the  year  1903, 
Value  of  Logs,  Lumber,  Ties,  Poles  and  Posts,  not  manu- 
facturers* stock.  Knight,  Jno.  H.,  Agt  31,800.  Value  of 
the  same  as  Equalized  by  the  Board  of  Review,  31,800. 
Total  value  of  all  Personal  Property  31,800.  Remarks.  Re- 
assessed in  accordance  with  opinion  of  Supreme  Court  in 
case  of  State  ex  rel.  Vilas  v.  Wharton,  City  Cleric/* 

As  a  result,  the  common  council  having  levied  a  tax  of 
two  and  three-fourths  per  cent,  upon  all  property  in  said 
city,  the  amount  of  $874.50  was  carried  out  against  John  H. 
Knight,  agent,  on  the  tax  roll  for  that  year.  Kiight  died 
August  22,  1003,  a  resident  of  the  city  of  Ashland.  The 
property  upon  which  this  assessment  and  levy  were  attempted 
to  be  based  was  a  part  of  the  same  property  included  in  the 
tax  roll  for  the  year  1901,  under  the  name  of  Vilas  & 
I&iight,  the  assessment  of  which  was  held  invalid  upon  cer- 
tiorari. State  ex  rel.  Vilas  v.  Wharton,  117  Wis.  558,  94 
N.  W.  359.  All  such  property  had  been  sold  on  or  about 
May  1,  1901,  and  had  been  removed  from  Ashland  that  year 
and  had  not  been  in  the  possession  of  Knight' as  agent  or 
otherwise  since  that  time.  Prior  to  May  1,  1901,  it  had 
been  the  property  of  William  F.  Vilas,  not  a  resident  of  Ash- 
land, but  resident  at  Madison,  in  this  state,  and  at  no  time 
after  April,  1903,  had  Knight  been  in  any  respect  agent  for 
or  representative  of  William  F.  Vilas,  in  connection  with 
lumbering  business  or  lumber  in  Ashland ;  nor  had  he  in  his 
possession  or  under  his  control,  as  agent  of  Vilas,  any  per- 
sonal property  whatever  upon  the  1st  day  of  May,  1903 ;  nor 
on  the  same  date  did  William  F.  Vilas  own  or  have  any  per- 
sonal property  within  Ashland.  The  court  found  that  the  as- 
sessment above  quoted  was  an  attempt  to  re-assess  against 
John  H.  Knight,  as  agent,  2,650,000  feet  of  lumber  constitut- 
ing a  portion  of  the  9,350,000  feet  which  had  been  assessed 
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against  Kiight  &  Vilas  in  1901,  and  was  passed  upon  by  the 
decision  of  this  court  above  mentioned. 

A  claim  having  been  presented  against  the  estate  of  Knight 
in  the  county  court  and  disallowed,  and  appeal  taken  to  the 
circuit  court,  findings  were  then  made  substantially  to  the 
foregoing  effect,  whereupon  the  court  held  the  assessment  not 
to  be  a  legal  assessment  or  re-assessment,  and  to  have  been 
without  authority  and  void,  and  accordingly  entered  judg- 
ment dismissing  the  claim,  from  which  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  M.  E.  Dillon,  at- 
torney, and  Dillon  &  Colignon,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  F.  J.  Colignon. 

Joseph  E.  Davies,  for  the  respondents. 

Dodge,  J.  The  judgmcut  dismissing  the  complaint  in 
this  action  is  correct  for  two  reasons:  First.  Sec.  1059,  Stats. 
1898,  upon  which  plaintiff  relies,  confers  no  authority  to  re- 
assess, in  a  subsequent  year,  property  which  was  assessed  and 
entered  upon  the  tax  roll  for  the  year  in  which  it  should  havo 
been  taxed,  and  where  the  said  prior  assessment  or  tax  has 
been  set  aside  or  determined  to  be  illegal  or  void.  The  au- 
thority to  re-assess  real  or  personal  property  is  given  by  sec. 
1059  only  when  such  property  is  "omitted  from  assessment. 
...  by  mistake  or  inadvertence.''  That  the  legislators  did 
not  mean  by  this  expression  to  include  a  situation  such  as 
above  described  and  as  presented  in  this  case  is  rendered  cer- 
tain by  the  accompanying  sec.  1087,  Stats.  1898,  which  pro- 
vides expressly  for  such  a  situation.  The  latter  section  has 
not  been  extended  to  personal  property  of  this  character, 
though  in  effect  made  applicable  to  some  other  kinds  by  ch. 
351,  Laws  of  1899,  enacting  sec.  1087a. 

A  second  reason  why  the  present  tax  cannot  be  collected 
from  the  estate  of  John  H.  Knight,  deceased,  is  that  the  prop- 
erty is  not  shown  to  have  belonged  to  him  either  in  the  year 
Vol.  129 -r  5 
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1901,  when  the  tax  upon  it  was  held  void,  or  at  any  other  time, 
and  it  is  made  to  appear  afBrmatively  that  snch  property  was 
not  in  his  possession  in  1903,  when  it  was  attempted  to  be  re- 
assessed. We  search  in  vain  for  any  suggestion  in  the  stat- 
utes that  a  tax  can  be  levied  against  any  person  other  than 
the  owner,  except  when  he  is  in  possession  of  the  property 
either  as  agent  or  trustee.  Neither  of  the  two  sections  (sees. 
1040,  1044,  Stats.  1898)  which  recognize  possession  of  prop- 
erty by  an  agent  in  this  state  as  a  ground  for  assessment  in 
his  name,  and  levy  of  a  tax  against  him,  suggests  that  such  as- 
sessment or  levy  is  authorized  in  the  absence  of  possession  at 
the  time  of  such  acts.  The  contrary,  in  an  analogous  situa- 
tion, is  clearly  intimated  in  Fond  du  Lac  v.  Estate  of  Otto, 
113  Wis.  39,  88  N.  W.  917,  and  would  seem  to  be  a  necessary 
view,  when  we  consider  that  the  collection  of  a  tax  from  one 
not  the  owner  of  the  property  would  be  a  pretty  clear  taking 
of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  unless,  by  reason  of 
his  possession  thereof  or  some  other  equally  effective  circum- 
stance, he  were  able  to  reimburse  himself  out  of  the  property. 
None  of  the  reasons  can  be  invoked  which  justified  the  con- 
struction placed  upon  sec.  1059,  as  amended  by  ch.  60,  Laws 
of  1899,  in  State  ex  rel  Davis  &  S.  L.  Co.  v.  Pors,  107  Wis. 
420,  83  N.  W.  706,  where  a  re-assessment  was  sustained 
against  the  owner,  although  he  had  parted  with  the  property 
before  re-assessment,  on  the  ground  that  his  ownership  the  pre- 
<3eding  year  placed  upon  him  such  an  obligation  to  pay  a  pro- 
portionate share  of  the  taxes  of  the  town  as  to  warrant  the  leg- 
islature in  directing  re-assessment,  levy,  and  collection  of  such 
taxes  in  a  subsequent  year  merely  in  enforcement  of  that  obli- 
^tion. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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JEifEBSON  and  another,  Respondents,  vs.  MoDonnbll  and 
another,  Appellants. 

May  9— -June  21,  190G, 

Ohamperty:  Attomey$  at  law:  Purchase  of  clients*  interest  in  lands 
in  suit:  Btriking  out  defenses:  Settlement:  Ratification. 

1.  A  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  one  who  negotiated  for  and  ob- 
tained from  defendants  a  transfer  of  their  Interest  in  the  lands 
in  suit  was  at  the  time  defendants'  attorney,  is  held  to  be  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence. 

?  After  action  brought  by  the  grantees  in  a  tax  deed  to  bar  the  orig- 
inal owners  from  any  Interest  In  the  lands,  a  purchase  by  defend- 
ants' attoi*ney  of  his  clients'  interest  in  the  lands  was  champer- 
tons,  and  the  court  properly  struck  out  defenses  interposed  by 
him  for  his  own  benefit,  though  in  the  name  of  the  defendants, 
and  held  that  defendants  were  in  default 

^.  Where  in  such  case  defendants'  attorney  had,  by  arrangement 
with  plaintifTs'  attorney,  deposited  money  with  the  latter  to  re- 
deem the  lands  and  thus  establish  the  title  and  interest  which 
he  had  secured  from  his  clients,  no  ratification  by  the  plalntifts 
of  such  arrangement  would  validate  the  champertous  transfer. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
<o\mtj :  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

An  action  under  the  statute,  based  on  a  tax  deed,  to  bar  the 
defendants,  as  original  owners,  from  having  any  right  or  inter- 
est in  the  lands  included  in  the  "tax  deed.''  The  action  was 
tried  by  the  court  and  on  April  29,  1905,  it  made  its  findings 
of  facts  upon  the  questions  litigated.  The  findings  material 
to  the  questions  presented  on  this  appeal  are  in  substance  as 
follows : 

On  June  6,  1899,  Ashland  county  conveyed  the  lands  in 
question  to  the  plaintiffs  by  tax  deed.  This  deed  is  in  due 
form,  properly  executed,  acknowledged,  and  duly  recorded  on 
that  day.  This  action  was  commenced  July  28,  1899,  by  the 
.aervice  of  the  summons  and  complaint  on  the  defendant  Mc- 
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Donnellj  who,  with  the  defendant  Irvine,  o\vTied  the  land  in  co- 
partnership, and  who  had  authority  to  act  for  both  defendants 
in  respect  to  the  matter  and  to  employ  coimsel  in  this  action. 
Rusk  &  Hartwellwere  retained  as  attorneys  for  the  defend- 
ants, and  on  August  15,  1899,  at  the  direction  and  by  author- 
ity of  the  defendant  McDonnell,  they  retained  and  employed 
A.  W.  McLeod,  a  duly  admitted  and  practicing  attorney  at 
Washburn,  Wisconsin,  as  attorney  in  this  action.  On  August 
16,  1899,  A.  W.  McLeod,  under  such  retainer  and  employ- 
ment, served  a  notice  of  his  appearance  in  the  case  on  Cate^ 
Sanborn,  Lamoreux  &  Park,  then  the  plaintiffs'  attorneys,  and 
made  an  agreement  for  an  extension  of  time  for  the  service  of 
an  answer  in  the  case.  The  defendants,  through  their  attor- 
neys. Rusk  &  Hartwell  of  Chippewa  Falls,  Wisconsin,  negoti- 
ated with  Cate,  Sanborn,  Lamoreux  &  Park  for  a  settlement  of 
the  action  and  for  a  transfer  of  defendants'  interest  in  the 
lands  to  plaintiffs.  About  August  3,  1899,  and  after  the 
time  when  such  negotiations  were  commenced,  A.  W.  McLeod 
negotiated  and  bargained  with  defendants  for  the  purchase  of 
defendants'  interest  in  the  lands,  and  on  September  5,  1899,. 
obtained  a  contract  from  them  for  the  sale  of  their  interests 
at  the  rate  of  $5  per  forty-acre  tract.  The  lands  were  then 
reasonably  of  the  value  of  from  $4  to  $5  per  acre.  A.  W. 
McLeod  was  well  informed  of  the  market  value  of  these  lands 
and  knew  that  they  were  wild  and  unoccupied.  On  Septem- 
ber 15,  1899,  the  defendants,  pursuant  to  the  contract,  con- 
veyed all  their  interest  in  these  lands  by  quitclaim  deed,  which 
deed  was  duly  recorded  November  11,  1899.  After  delivery 
of  this  deed  and  the  transfer  of  defendants'  interest  in  the 
lands,  A.  W.  McLeod,  although  he  had  no  authority  to  further 
appear  for  and  represent  these  defendants  in  this  action,  there- 
after obtained  a  further  extension  of  time,  answered  in  the 
action,  and  for  his  benefit  and  that  of  the  Washburn  Land 
Company,  his  grantee,  litigated,  at  his  expense,  the  issuer 
raised  by  the  pleadings.     On  October  30,  1899,  he  deposited 
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with  Gate,  Sanborn,  Lamoreux  &  Park  the  sum  of  $806.15, 
the  amount  due  for  taxes,  in'terest,  and  charges  for  redemption 
if  the  tax  deeds  and  sales  were  illegal.  The  money  was  so  de- 
posited in  his  own  behalf,  without  authority  from  the  defend- 
ants, and  for  his  own  benefit  No  equivalent  deposit  was  made 
with  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court.  The  court  found  that 
plaintiffs'  attorneys  had  been  given  no  authority  to  settle  or 
<3ompromise  the  action  or  to  elect  to  receive  or  take  any  sum 
deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  for  redemption  of  such 
lands  from  tax  sales  and  deeds ;  that  plaintiffs  had  no  knowl- 
edge imtil  after  March  24,  1903,  that  any  such  deposit  had 
been  made  by  A.  W.  McLeod  with  their  attorneys,  but  that 
they  had  theretofore  been  informed  that  no  money  had  been 
•deposited  with  their  attorneys  or  offered  to  be  paid  them  on  ac- 
count of  these  lands  and  the  tax  sales  unless  they  should  quit- 
claim to  A.  W.  McLeod.  This  they  always  refused  to  do,  and 
they  have  never  received  any  money  on  account  thereof  from 
any  person.  Notice  of  lis  pendens  in  this  action  was  filed  in 
the  register  of  deeds'  office  on  September  22,  1899,  and  the 
Washburn  Land  Company,  of  which  A.  W.  McLeod  was 
president,  had  actual  notice  of  the  litigation  affecting  the  title 
to  this  land. 

The  court  held  that  the  purchase  by  A.  W.  McLeod  of  de- 
fendants' interest  and  title  to  these  lands,  during  the  pendency 
of  this  action  and  during  his  retainer  and  employment  as 
their  attorney  of  record  and  while  negotiations  for  settlement 
were  being  had  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants,  was 
champertous  and  void,  and  for  that  reason  struck  out  all  de- 
fenses interposed  by  him  in  the  action,  and  held  that  defend- 
anl3  were  in  default.  Judgment  was  awarded  to  plaintiffs 
on  the  merits,  as  prayed  for  in  their  complaint,  with  costs. 
The  court  also  denied  a  motion  by  defendants,  made  after 
the  trial  on  the  merits  and  before  judgment,  for  leave  to  ad- 
duce additional  evidence  pertinent  to  the  question  of  cham- 
perty.    This  is  an  appeal  from  such  judgment 
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For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  A.  W.  McLeod  and 
W.  M.  Tomkins,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Tomkins. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  James  O'Leary, 
attorney,  and  Reid,  Smart  &  Curtis,  of  counsel,  and  oral  ar- 
gument by  Mr.  O'Leary  and  Mr.  A.  H.  Reid. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  court's  findings  are  assailed  as  not 
warranted  by  the  evidence  in  several  respects.  It  is  asserted 
that  the  evidence  does  not.  sustain  the  court's  conclusion  that 
A.  W.  McLeod  had  been  retained  and  employed  as  defend- 
ants' attorney  on  September  5,  1899,  when  he  bargained  with 
them  for  the  lands  in  controversy  and  when,  shortly  after, 
they  were  transferred  to  him  at  a  price  much  less  than  their 
actual  value.  This  contention  is  at  variance  with  an  affidavit 
made  by  McLeod  to  the  effect  that  he  was  retained  and  em- 
ployed for  the  defense  and  that  he  had  accepted  such  employ- 
ment and  had  given  notice  thereof  to  plaintiffs'  attorneys, 
and  under  it  secured  an  extension  of  time  to  answer.  The 
defendant  McDonnell  and  his  attorney,  Mr.  Rusk,  corrobo- 
rate this  statement  in  their  affidavits,  and  the  court  found  in 
the  proceeding  on  the  motion  then  before  it  that  McLeod  had 
been  so  retained  and  employed  and  thereon  awarded  the  re- 
lief demanded.  The  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  transac- 
tion, bearing  on  this  question,  tend  to  support  the  court's  con- 
clusion from  the  evidence,  in  finding  that  he  was  acting,  as 
their  attorney  at  the  time  he  bargained  for  the  purchase  of  the 
lands  involved  in  this  litigation  and  when  he  thereafter  took 
a  transfer  of  their  title  to  and  interest  in  them.  It  is  insisted 
that  the  fact  of  his  receiving  no  compensation  for  his  services 
is  of  much  weight  as  showing  that  his  appearance  was  merely 
formal  and  an  accommodation  to  their  regularly  retained  at- 
torneys. This,  however,  cannot  be  held  of  controlling  signifi- 
cance, for  in  the  subsequent  purchase  of  the  lands  such  a  claim 
would  naturally  be  included  and  discharged.  The  evidence 
tending  to  support  the  court's  finding  upon  this  issue  is  suffi- 
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ciently  clear  to  sustain  the  court's  conclusion,  and  refutes  the 
claim  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  clear  preponderance  of  the 
evidence. 

The  court  apparently  extended  to  defendants'  attorney 
every  opportunity  to  present  the  transaction  in  all  its  phases 
and  to  relieve  it  from  the  taint  of  champerty,  and  to  this  end 
made  supplemental  findings  at  his  request  After  full  con- 
sideration of  the  facts  it  was  manifestly  constrained  to  hold 
that  the  case  presented  a  situation  which  showed  that  defend- 
ants' attorney  had  transgressed  the  bounds  of  the  law  which 
prohibits  attorneys  from  purchasing  from  their  clients  the 
subjects  of  pending  litigation.  The  purpose  of  the  law  in 
condemning  such  transactions  was  aptly  stated  in  Miles  v. 
Mutual  B.  F.  L.  Asso.  108  Wis.  421,  433,  84  N.  W.  159, 
and  is  that: 

"The  real  mischief  which  the  law  of  champerty  aims  to  pre- 
vent is  that  of  encouraging  litigation  by  persons  who  have  no 
interest  therein  independent  of  that  to  be  derived  from  carry- 
ing it  on  in  whole  or  in  part  at  their  expense.  That  vice  exists 
where  an  attorney  purchases  the  claim  of  his  client  in  suit 
with  the  intent  to  thereafter  carry  on  the  litigation  at  his  own 
expense  and  for  his  own  benefit,  the  same  as  where  he  agrees 
to  carry  on  litigation  at  his  own  expense  ...  in  the  name  of 
another." 

Under  the  circumstances  disclosed  upon  the  trial  it  de- 
volved on  the  court  to  apply  this  principle  of  the  law  by  de- 
claring the  transfer  to  defendants'  attorney  void  and  by  deny- 
ing him  the  benefit  of  any  defense  he  sought  to  invoke.  It  is 
a  well-established  practice  that  judicial  tribunals  will  refuse 
to  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  a  contract  which  the  law  con- 
demns as  against  public  policy,  and  the  merits  of  the  claim 
cannot  be  invoked  to  purge  the  transaction  from  the  taint  of 
champerty.  Barker  v.  Barker,  14  Wis.  131.  It  is  plain  that 
the  defendants  took  no  part  in  nor  authorized  the  defense 
which  was  in  fact  interposed  in  the  action,  and  that  it  was  in 
fact  made  by  McLeod  for  his  own  benefit     These  considera- 
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tions  dispose  of  all  the  questions  now  urged  for  reversal  of 
the  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendants  were  not 
in  default  and  that  the  judgment  upon  the  merits  should  go  in 
their  favor. 

It  is  claimed  also  that  plaintiffs  ratified  the  arrangement 
between  McLeod  and  plaintiffs'  attorneys  for  the  redemption 
of  the  lands  from  all  tax  sales  and  deeds,  pursuant  to  which 
Mr.  McLeod  deposited  with  the  attorneys  a  simi  sufficient  to 
pay  all  taxes,  interest,  and  charges  which  had  accrued  there- 
on. Whether  plaintiffs'  attorneys  had  authority  for  making 
such  an  agreement  or  whether  plaintiffs'  acts  in  respect 
thereto  could  be  a  ratification  of  it  under  other  circum- 
stances need  not  be  considered,  since  it  is  established,  as  found 
by  the  court,  that  this  arrangement  was  made  by  McLeod  upon 
his  individual  responsibility  and  for  his  benefit  and  interest 
only,  and  that  the  moi^ey  so  deposited  by  him  with  plaintiffs' 
attorneys  was  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  title  and  in- 
terest which  he  had  secured  from  defendants  by  the  champer- 
tous  transfer.  It  requires  no  argument  to  show  that  this  void 
transfer  cannot  be  made  valid  through  such  a  course  of  action 
by  the  interested  party.  There  was  no  valid  contract  of  sale 
to  him  and  hence  there  could  be  no  ratification. 

We  discover  no  error  in  the  court's  refusal  to  reopen  the 
case  after  trial  and  to  receive  additional  evidence.  The  court 
considered  the  proffered  letter  as  in  evidence  and  it  has  been 
so  considered  here.  It  appears  by  the  record  that  plaintiffs' 
tax  deed  is  in  due  form  and  properly  executed,  witnessed, 
and  acknowledged.  This  makes  it  presumptive  evidence  of 
the  sufficiency  of  the  tax  proceedings  and  the  transfer  of  the 
title  to  the  lands  described  in  it  to  plaintiffs,  and  entitles  them 
to  a  judgment  upon  the  record  establishing  such  title  and  bar- 
ring the  original  owners  and  all  persons  claiming  under  them 
from  all  right,  title,  or  interest  in  the  lands  described  in  the 
complaint. 

By  the  Court — Judgment  affirmed. 
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Washburn  Water  Works  Company,  Respondent,  vs.  City 
^  OP  Washburn,  Appellant. 

May  9—^une  21,  1906. 

Municipal  corporations:  Waterworks:  Contract  to  pay  hydrant  rent- 
als: Liability  of  city  as  successor  of  town. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  an  unincorporated  village 
therein  a  town  passed  an  ordinance  granting  to  plaintifT's  assign- 
ors a  franchise  for  the  construction  of  waterworks  in  said  vil- 
lage and  contracting  to  pay  certain  hydrant  rentals,  etc.  The 
waterworks  plant  was  constructed  by  plaintiff  wholly  within 
the  limits  of  the  village.  Afterwards  the  village  became  incor- 
porated as  a  city,  and  plaintiff  continued  to  furnish  water  to 
the  city  and  its  inhabitants  under  the  terms  of  the  ordinance 
contract,  all  parties  acting  upon  the  assumption  that  the  city 
had  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  town  there- 
under. The  town  thereafter  was  not  concerned  in  the  water- 
works property,  exercised  no  supervision  over  it,  and  derived  no 
benefit  from  it  Held,  that  the  city  was  bound  by  the  ordinance 
contract  as  the  successor  of  the  town. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Bayfield 
\  <50unty :  John  K.  Parish,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  presented  its  claim  to  the  com- 
mon council  of  the  city  of  Washburn,  defendant,  for  $5,300, 
<daimed  to  be  due  for  the  year  ending  January  1,  1905.  The 
claim  was  allowed  at  $852,  and  an  appeal  taken  by  plaintiff 
to  the  circuit  court.  The  court  directed  that  formal  plead- 
ings be  made,  which  was  done. 

The  complaint  alleges,  in  effect,  the  corporate  existence  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  defendant  is  one  of  the  duly  organized 
■cities  of  the  county  of  Bayfield,  Wisconsin ;  that  prior  to  the 
6th  day  of  May,  1889,  the  town  of  Washburn  contained  the 
unincorporated  village  of  Washburn  with  more  than  1,000 
inhabitants,  and  that  the  electors  of  said  tov  n  at  the  annual 
meeting  prior  to  the  Gth  day  of  May,  1889,  conferred  upon 
the  town  and  town  board  all  powers  relating  to  villages  and 
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conferred  upon  village  boards  by  ch.  40,  E.  S.  1878 ;  that  on 
May  6,  1889,  the  town  board  of  the  town  of  Washburn  duly 
passed  and  published  an  ordinance  for  the  construction  of 
waterworks  in  said  town  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  water 
supply,  and  with  all  the  necessary  machinery  and  attachments 
to  supply  the  town  and  its  inhabitants  with  water  suitable  for 
fire  and  domestic  purposes,  and  empowered  Lewis  &  Maxcy, 
grantees  in  said  ordinance,  their  representatives  and  assigns, 
to  construct  the  same  and  occupy  the  streets  of  said  village  of 
Washburn  and  town  of  Washburn  in  said  county  of  Bayfield 
for  such  purposes,  and  agreed  to  and  did  rent  hydrants  from 
said  grantees  or  their  assigns  for  a  term  of  years,  and  agreed 
to  pay  an  annual  rent  of  $4,000  in  semi-annual  instalments 
therefor,  together  with  town  and  municipal  taxes  which  might 
be  assessed  against  the  grantees  or  their  assigns  for  the  first 
ten  years,  the  town  reserving  the  right  at  the  expiration  of  a 
term  of  years  to  purchase  the  works  from  said  grantees  or 
their  assigns,  together  with  extension  rights  and  franchises ; 
that  the  plaintiff  duly  succeeded  to  the  rights  of  Lewis  & 
Maxcy  xmder  said  ordinance  with  said  town  of  Washbiirn  and 
constructed  the  works  in  the  unincorporated  village  of  Wash-  , 
burn;  that  in  April,  1904,  the  inhabitants  of  the  unincorpo- 
rated village  of  Washburn  voted  to  incorporate  a  city  under 
the  general  laws  of  the  state,  and  a  charter  was  duly,  issued 
and  the  territory  comprising  the  unincorporated  village  of 
W'ashbum  became  a  city  of  the  fourth  class  known  as  the  city 
of  Washburn,  defendant  in  this  action;  that,  ever  since  the 
organization  of  the  city  of  Washburn,  the  plaintiff  has  con- 
tinued to  supply  defendant  with  water  under  the  terms  of  the 
ordinance,  and  that  the  amount  due  for  supplying  water  im- 
der  said  ordinance  to  July  1,  1904,  is  $2,650,  and  to  January 
1,  1905,  $2,650,  which  sum  was  due  January  1,  1905,  and 
that  the  city  became  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  said  sum ; 
•that  at  all  times  since  the  incorporation  of  tlie  city  the  officers^ 
thereof  and  the  plaintiff  have  assumed  that  the  relations  be- 
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tween  them  vrere  governed  by  the  terms  of  said  ordinance,  and 
that  the  city  assumed  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  town 
of  Washburn  and  recognized  and  acquiesced  in  the  rights  of 
the  plaintiff  thereunder,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  actions  of 
the  city  and  its  officers  there  has  been  a  novation  of  the  said 
ordinance,  and  that  the  city  is  estopped  from  denying  the  ex- 
istence of  the  contract  with  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  answered,  admitting  the  corporate  existence 
of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  as  well  as  the  corporate  exists 
ence  of  the  town  of  Washburn,  and  that  the  town  of  Washburn 
contained  the  unincorporated  village  of  Washburn,  having, 
more  than  1,000  inhabitants,  and  that  the  electors  conferred 
on  the  town  board  the  powers  conferred  on  village  boards; 
also  admitting  that  the  ordinance  referred  to  in  the  complaint 
was  adopted  and  published,  and  that  the  plaintiff  constructed 
its  waterworks  system  wholly  within  the  limits  of  the  unin- 
corporated village  of  Washburn,  and  has  operated  the  same 
since  October,  1889,  and  that  the  population  of  the  city  of 
Washburn  is  about  6,000  and  that  of  the  town  of  Washburn 
about  500,  and  that  about  fifty-five  per  cent,  of  the  value  of 
the  property  in  the  old  town  of  Washburn  is  now  situate  in 
the  city  of  Washburn.  Defendant  further  set  up  a  counter- 
claim to  the  effect  that  on  the  18th  day  of  July,  1904,  the 
town  of  Washburn  recovered  a  judgment  for  delinquent  per- 
sonal property  tax  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $2,310, 
which  has  not  been  paid,  and  that  fifty-five  per  cent,  thereof 
belonged  to  the  defendant,  and  that  plaintiff  is  indebted  to  the 
defendant  in  the  sum  of  $1,969.60  for  taxes  due  defendant 
for  the  year  1904,  and  that  in  1904  the  town  of  Washburn  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  supreme  court 
for  the  sum  of  $52,  no  part  of  which  has  been  paid,  fifty-five 
per  cent  of  which  belonged  to  defendant,  and  demanded  judg- 
ment on  said  counterclaim  against  plaintiff  for  $4,331.60, 
with  interest  and  costs. 

The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  and  a  jury  in  May,  1905^ 
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The  court  submitted  to  the  jury  the  question  of  the  reasonable 
rental  value  of  the  hydrants  for  the  year  1904,  and  the  jury 
found  the  same  to  be  $4,940.  The  court  found  as  follows: 
Findings  of  fact:  That  the  number  of  hydrants  used  by  de- 
fendant is  as  alleged  in  the  complaint.  That  since  the  organi- 
zation of  the  defendant  as  a  city  the  plaintiff  has  continued  to 
supply  water  to  the  city  and  the  inhabitants  thereof,  under 
the  terms  of  the  ordinance  and  contract,  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  same  has  been  used  by  such  city.  That,  at  all 
times  since  the  incorporation  of  said  city,  said  city  and  the 
officers  thereof  and  the  plaintiff  herein  have  treated  and  as- 
sumed that  the  relations  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
wholly  governed  by  the  terms  of  the  ordinance,  and  that  the 
city  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  of  the  town  under  said  ordi- 
nance, also  all  liabilities  thereunder  from  and  after  the  date 
of  its  incorporation.  That  said  city  has  assumed  all  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  the  town  of  Washburn  under  the  ordi- 
nance set  forth  in  the  complaint  That  the  said  city  has  rec- 
ognized and  acquiesced  in  all  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  under 
the  ordinance  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  That  the  plaintiff 
furnished  water  to  the  defendant  under  the  terms  of  said  ordi- 
nance for  the  months  of  May  and  Jime  in  the  year  1904,  and 
for  the  succeeding  six  months  until  January  1,  1905.  That 
the  population  of  the  city  of  Washburn  at  the  time  of  its  in- 
corporation was  6,000,  and  that  the  population  of  the  towTi  of 
Washburn  at  the  time  of  the  incorporation  of  said  city  was 
500.  That  the  valuation  of  the  property  included  in  the  city  of 
Washhttm  is  fifty-five  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  property 
in  the  old  town  of  Washburn,  and  that  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty in  the  present  town  of  Washburn  is  twenty-nine  per  cent, 
of  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  the  old  tovra  of  Washburn. 
That  there  was  assessed  against  and  is  now  due  the  defendant 
from  the  plaintiff  for  taxes  in  the  year  of  1904,  on  its  plant 
and  franchise,  the  sum  of  $1,969.60.  That  the  plaintiff's 
waterworks  system  is  wholly  constructed  within  the  city  of 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


21]  JANUAKY  TERM,  1906  7T 

Washburn  Water  Works  Co.  v.AVashbum,  129  Wis.  73. 

Washburn,  and  that  it  is  impossible  for  plaintiff  to  supply  wa- 
ter to  the  town  of  Washburn.  That  the  town  of  Washburn 
is  mostly  inhabited  by  farmers  and  is  sparsely  populated,  and 
includes  five  government  townships. 

ConclxLsions  of  law:  That  the  city  of  Washhum  assumed 
the  ordinance  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  and  that  the  same  is 
a  valid  contract  subsisting  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,, 
from  the  time  of  the  organization  of  the  city  of  ^Yaslibum, 
That  the  defendant  became  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  the  furnishing  and  supplying  of  water  under  the  terms  of 
said  ordinance  in  the  sum  of  $3,633.35.  That  there  should 
be  set  off  against  said  simi  the  taxes  due  the  city  of  Wasliburn 
for  the  year  1904,  to  wit,  $1,969.60.  That  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  from  defendant  the  sum  of  $1,563.75,  with 
costs. 

Counsel  for  defendant  excepted  to  the  findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law  and  to  the  order  directing  judgment.  Judg- 
ment was  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of 
$1,563.75  damages,  together  with  costs,  from  which  this  ap- 
peal is  taken. 

John  Walsh  and  IF.  3/.  Tomkins,  for  the  appellant 

A.  W.  McLeodj  for  the  respondent 

Keewin,  J.  The  material  facts  in  this  case  are  covered  by 
the  findings  heretofore  stated.  The  controlling  questions  in- 
volved are:  (1)  W^hether  the  defendant  city  assumed  the  con- 
tract of  the  town  with  the  plaintiff;  and  (2)  whether  fifty-five 
per  cent,  of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  town  and  against 
the  plaintiff  should  be  set  off  against  the  claim  made  for  hy- 
drant rentals.  As  appears  from  the  findings  of  fact,  the  con- 
tract of  the  plaintiff  with  the  town  was  in  fact  for  the  benefit 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  unincorporated  village  which  after- 
wards became  the  incorporated  city  of  Washhum,  defendant 
in  this  action ;  the  waterworks  plant  was  constructed  wholly 
within  the  territory  comprising  the  city  of  Washburn^  and 
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^ince  its  incorporation  plaintiff  has  continued  to  furnish  it  and 
its  inhabitants  with  water  according  to  contract,  the  town  de- 
riving no  benefit  whatever  from  the  waterworks  plant;  the  city 
of  Washburn  and  its  officers  and  the  plaintiff  have  assumed 
that  the  relations  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  gov- 
erned by  the  terms  of  the  ordinance,  and  that  the  city  suc- 
ceeded to  all  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  town  under  such 
ordinance  from  and  after  the  date  of  the  incorporation  of  de- 
fendant; at  the  time  of  incorporation  the  population  of  the 
city  of  Washbumwaa  5,000  and  that  of  the  town  600 ;  and  the 
valuation  of  the  property  of  the  city  of  Washburn  was  greater 
than  the  valuation  of  the  property  in  the  town. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  by  appellant  that,  the  contract  being 
with  the  town,  the  city  did  not  become  liable  -upon  it,  on  the 
ground  that,  when  the  territory  embraced  within  the  limits 
^f  the  defendant  city  became  detached  from  the  town  and 
formed  into  a  separate  municipality,  no  liability  followed  the 
new  creation.  The  case  made  here  is  not  within  the  rule  con- 
tended for  by  the  appellant  No  part  of  the  waterworks  plant 
remained  in  the  town  after  the  incorporation  of  the  defendant 
The  town  had  no  supervision  over  it,  nor  was  it  in  any  manner 
interested  in  it  It  was  retained,  managed,  and  controlled 
solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  city  and  wholly  within  its  limits. 
It  was  constructed  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  un- 
incorporated village  of  Washburn,  and  afterwards  continued 
for  the  benefit  of  such  inhabitants  under  their  organization 
as  the  city  of  Washburn,  The  appellant  does  not,  as  we  un- 
derstand his  position,  contend  that  the  town  is  still  liable,  or 
that  the  plaintiff's  claim  could  be  enforced  against  the  town ; 
but  it  is  insisted  that  the  case  is  one  where  by  operation  of  law 
it  has  become  impossible  for  the  parties  to  the  water  contract 
to  perform,  and  that,  where  performance  of  a  contract  be- 
<5omes  wholly  or  in  part  impossible  by  reason  of  change  in  the 
law,  the  contract  is  to  that  extent  discharged.  We  think  it 
very  clear  that  the  contract  has  not  been  extinguished  or  ren- 
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dered  incapable  of  performance,  but  is  still  a  valid,  subsisting 
obligation,  and  the  question  here  is  whether  it  is  enforceable 
against  the  defendant.  While  it  was  made  in  form  with  the 
town,  it  was  in  fact  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  unincorporated  village  situate  within  the  limits  of  the 
town,  and  continued  to  be  performed  under  the  supervision 
of  the  town,  for  the  benefit  of  such  village,  until  the  incorpo- 
ration of  the  defendant  city.  The  city  of  Washburn  and  its 
inhabitants  are  solely  benefited  by  the  supply  of  water.  They 
alone  are  interested  in  the  execution  of  the  contract;  they 
^one  receive  the  benefits  and  should  in  equity  and  good  con- 
science bear  the  burdens.  National  F.  &  P.  Works  v,  Oconto 
City  W.  8.  Co,  105  Wis.  48,  81  N.  W.  125 ;  Mount  Pleasant 
V.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S.  514.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
here,  and  we  do  not  decide,  whether  the  town  remains  liable 
upon  the  contract 

The  history  of  legislation  on  this  subject,  we  think,  clearly 
-shows  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  cities 
incorporated  under  the  established  facts  in  this  case  should 
succeed  to  the  rights,  privileges,  and  liabilities  of  such  con- 
tracts. Ch.  292,  Laws  of  1883,  confers  upon  town  boards  in 
towns  containing  one  or  more  unincorporated  villages,  having 
oach  a  population  of  not  less  than  1,000,  the  powers  relating 
to  villages  and  conferred  upon  village  boards  by  the  provis- 
ions of  ch.  40,  R.  S.  1878,  and  acts  amendatory  thereof,  ex- 
■cepting  those  the  exercise  of  which  would  conflict  with  the  pro- 
vision of  law  relating  to  towns  and  town  boards,  and  makes 
them  applicable  to  such  unincorporated  village  or  villages  in 
such  town,  and  may  be  exercised  when  directed  by  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  qualified  electors  of  the  town.  The  power  to  make 
the  contract  in  question  was  conferred  upon  the  town  because 
it  contained  an  unincorporated  village  of  not  less  than  1,000 
inhabitants,  and  obviously  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  imin- 
<;orporated  village  within  the  limits  of  the  town  the  same  ad- 
Tantages  as  an  incorporated  village;  the  needs  and  neces- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


80  SUPKEME  COUKT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Jcnb 

Washburn  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Washburn,  129  Wis.  73. 

sides  of  such  unincorporated  village  necessarily  requiring  the 
exercise  of  governmental  powers  somewhat  different  from  the 
ordinary  township  community,  especially  in  regard  to  police 
regulations,  facilities  for  the  extinguishment  of  fires,  and  care 
and  improvement  of  streets.  Landj  L.  <&  L.  Co,  v.  Brown^ 
73  Wis.  294,  40  N.  W.  482.  A  franchise  or  contract  to  con- 
struct waterworks  can  be  conferred  only  through  authority 
delegated  from  the  state.  Allen  v.  Clausen,  114  Wis.  244,  90 
N.  W.  181.  It  is  gmwi-public  in  its  nature.  State  ex  rel. 
Att'y  Gen.  v.  Janesville  W.  Co,  92  Wis.  496,  66  N.  W.  512. 
Sec.  925 — 8,  Stats.  1898,  regarding  the  incorporation  of 
cities,  provides,  among  other  things,  that  100  or  more  electors 
and  taxpayers  of  any  village,  incorporated  or  unincorporated, 
may  apply  by  petition  to  the  trustees  of  said  village  or  to  the 
proper  town  board  to  have  the  question  of  incorporating  said 
village,  or  the  same  and  adjacent  territory,  containing  to- 
gether a  population  of  not  less  than  1,500,  as  a  city,  submitted 
to  a  vote  of  the  electors  of  the  territory  described  in  the  peti- 
tion. Subsequent  sections  provide  for  the  submission  of  the 
question  of  incorporation  to  a  vote  of  the  electors  residing 
within  the  limits  proposed  and  for  the  perfecting  of  such  in- 
corporation. The  legislative  scheme,  therefore,  obviously 
was  to  give  unincorporated  villages  the  right  to  secure  and 
maintain  waterworks  within  their  limits  under  the  supervis- 
ion of  the  town  board,  the  same  as  incorporated  villages  under 
village  boards.  The  legislature  doubtless  had  in  view  that 
the  unincorporated  village  would  form  a  nucleus  for  an  in- 
corporated village  or  city,  and  that  waterworks  constructed 
by  contract  under  such  legislative  autliority  for  the  benefit  of 
inhabitants  of  an  unincorporated  village  should  pass  to  the 
village  or  city  organized  by  such  inhabitants  in  the  manner 
provided  by  statute. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  at  common 
law,  upon  division  of  a  town,  whether  by  creating  a  new  town 
or  a  city  out  of  a  part  of  the  old  town,  the  old  toAvn  retained 
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all  the  property  and  was  liable  for  all  indebtedness.  But  the 
power  to  divide  municipalities  is  strictly  a  legislative  power, 
and  the  power  to  prescribe  the  rule  by  which  a  division  of  thel 
property  of  the  old  municipality  shall  be  made  is  incident  to 
the  power  to  make  such  division,  and  is  in  its  nature  legisla- 
tive. Such  division  must  rest  upon  the  circumstances  of  each 
case.  Bristol  v.  New  Chester,  3  N.  H.  624 ;  Laramie  Co.  v, 
Albany  Co.  92  U.  S.  307 ;  KnigU  v.  Asldand,  61  Wis.  233,  21 
K".  W.  65.  The  doctrine  upon  which  the  division  of  property 
of  municipalities  is  founded  is  an  equitable  doctrine  resting 
upon  the  relative  rights  of  the  municipalities,  the  character  of 
tlie  property  to  be  divided,  and  legislative  regulation  upon  the 
subject  Bloomfield  v.  Qlen  Ridge,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  276,  33  Atl 
d2o;8chriber  v.  Langlade,  66  Wis.  616,  29  N.  W.  547,  554; 
Knight  v.  Ashland,  supra;  Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  93  U.  S. 
266. 

We  have  been  cited  by  counsel  on  either  side  to  no  case  pre- 
cisely in  point  upon  the  main  question  before  ui,  nor  have  wc 
been  able  after  much  research  to  find  any.  But  we  think  the 
principle  enunciated  in  some  of  the  cases  cited  sustains  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  upon  the  facts  established  here. 
As  we  have  already  seen,  the  contract  for  waterworks  and  the 
construction  thereof  within  the  limits  of  the  unincorporated 
village  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  thereof,  and  con- 
tinued to  be  after  incorporation  of  the  defendant  city.  In 
mimicipal  corporations  it  is  the  inhabitants  and  the  territory 
which  form  the  essential  elements  of  the  corporation,  and 
where  they  are  the  same,  or  substantially  the  same,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  the  legislature  intended  a  continued  existence 
of  the  same  corporation,  although  different  powers  are  pos- 
sessed under  the  new  charter  and  different  officers  administer 
the  affairs  of  the  municipality.  And,  in  the  absence  of  ex- 
press provision  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the 
legislature  intended  the  liabilities  as  well  as  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation  in  its  old  form  should  accompany  the 
Vol.  129—6 
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corporation  in  its  re-organization.  Broughton  v.  Pensdcola, 
supra;  Higginson  v.  Turner,  171  Mass.  586,  61  N.  E.  172. 
In  O'Connor  v.  Memphis,  6  Lea,  730,  736,  it  is  said: 

"Neither  the  repeal  of  the  charter  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, nor  a  change  of  its  name,  nor  an  increase  or  diminution 
of  its  territory  or  population,  nor  a  change  in  its  mode  of  gov- 
ernment, nor  all  of  these  things  combined,  will  destroy  the 
identity,  continuity,  or  succession  of  the  corporation,  if  the 
people  and  territory  re-incorporated  constitute  an  integral 
part  of  the  corporation  abolished.  The  reason  is  to  be  found 
in  the  pecidiar  nature  of  such  corporations.  A  charter  for 
municipal  purposes  is  an  investing  of  the  people  of  a  place 
with  the  local  government  thereof,  constituting  an  imperium 
in  imperio,  and  the  corporators  and  the  territory  are  the  es- 
sential elements ;  all  else  being  mere  incidents  or  forms.'' 

And  in  Mobile  v.  Watson,  116  U.  S.  289,  6  Sup*  Ct  398, 
it  was  held  in  eflfect  that  where  the  legislature  of  a  state  has 
given  a  local  community  living  within  the  designated  bound- 
aries a  municipal  organization,  and  by  subsequent  acts  repeals 
its  charter  and  dissolves  the  corporation  and  incorporates  sub- 
stantially the  same  people  under  a  new  name  for  the  same 
general  purposes,  and  the  great  bulk  of  the  taxable  property 
of  the  old  corporation  is  included  within  the  limits  of  the  new, 
and  the  property  of  the  old  corporation  used  for  public  pur- 
poses is  transferred  without  consideration  to  the  new  for  the 
same  public  uses,  the  latter,  though  greatly  reduced  in  corpo- 
rate limits,  is  the  successor  of  the  former  and  liable  for  its 
debts.  To  substantially  the  same  effect  are  Mount  Pleasant 
V.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S.  614,  and  Oirard  v.  Philadelphia,  7 
WalL  1. 

We  think  the  principle  of  the  cases  cited  and  many  others 
which  may  be  found  applies  here.  True,  the  corporate  exist- 
ence of  the  town  continued  after  the  organization  of  the  city 
out  of  its  territory.  But  the  inhabitants  of  the  unincorpo- 
rated village,  for  whose  benefit  the  contract  was  made,  con- 
tinued the  inhabitants  of  the  city.  It  is  said  by  counsel  for 
aT^pellant  that,  where  one  corporation  goes  out  of  existence  by 
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being  annexed  to  or  merged  in  another,  no  arrangement  being 
made  respecting  the  payment  of  the  liabilities  of  the  former, 
the  latter  will  be  entitled  to  all  the  property  and  be  respon- 
sible for  the  liabilities;  bnt  it  is  insisted  that  the  town  of 
Washburn  has  never  been  dissolved,  henoe  this  rule  does  not 
apply.  The  situation,  so  far  as  the  unincorporated  village  of 
Washburn  is  concerned,  is  the  same  aS  if  the  town  had  gone 
out  of  existence  by  merger  or  otherwise,  since  it  has  no  fur- 
ther interest  in  the  execution  of  the  contract  The  town  is 
not  concerned  in  the  waterworks  property,  and  can  exercise 
no  supervision  over  it  or  derive  any  benefit  from  it,  and  the 
rights  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  Washburn  under  the 
ordinance,  if  enforced  at  all,  must  be  by  the  defendant  city  as 
the  successor  of  the  town.  Bloomfield  v.  Glen  Bidgey  54  N. 
J.  Eq.  276,  33  Atl.  925 ;  Curtis  v.  Board  of  Education,  43 
Kan.  138,  23  Pac.  98.  The  findings  of  fact  respecting  the 
assumption  of  the  contract  by  the  defendant  are  fully  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence.  The  plaintiff  continued  to  furnish 
water  after  the  incorporation,  and  the  city  received  it  without 
objection,  repeatedly  acknowledged  the  existence  of  the  con- 
tract, acted  upon  it  through  its  officers,  and  treated  it  as  a 
valid  and  existing  obligation  between  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant. We  conclude  that  the  defendant  city  is  bound  by  the 
contract  or  ordinance  in  question. 

2.  Counsel  for  appellant  further  claims  that  fifty-five  per 
cent  of  certain  judgments  recovered  by  the  town  of  Wash- 
bum  against  the  plaintiff  should  be  offset  against  the  plaint- 
iff's claim  in  this  action;  but  they  fail  to  point  out  in  their 
briefs  upon  what  ground  the  same  should  be  made,  and  we  are 
imable  to  discover  from  the  record  any  ground  which  would 
warrant  such  offset  The  court  below  obviously  disr^arded 
this  claim  of  appellant,  and  we  find  no  error  in  this  respect. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  be- 
low is  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 
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Hodge  and  another,  Appellants,  vs.  Wallacb  and  others,. 
Respondents. 

May  9— June  21,  1906. 

Bills  and  notes:  Maturity  caused  l>y  failure  to  pay  interest:  Bubse- 
quent  transfer:  Defenses:  Duress:  Fraud, 

» 

1.  A  note  providing  expressly  that  delinquency  in  payment  of  any 

interest  ''shall  ca\ise  the  whole  note  to  immediately  become  due 
and  collectible/'  becomes  due  in  such  case  absolutely,  not  merely 
at  the  option  of  the  holder,  and  one  thereafter  taking  the  note 
from  the  payee  takes  it  subject  to  the  equities  between  the  orig- 
inal parties. 

2.  The  evidence  In  this  case  is  held  not  to  show  that  a  note  was  exe- 

cuted under  duress,  but  to  be  sufficient  to  take  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  its  execution  was  induced  by  false  and  fraudu- 
lent representations. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Price 
county:  John  K.  Paeish,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

This  action  was  commenced  March  14,  1905,  to  recover  the 
amount  due  on  three  promissory  notes  each  bearing  date  April 
15,  1903,  for  $1,000,  payable,  respectively,  July  16,  1904, 
July.  15,  1905,  and  July  15,  1906,  with  interest  at  six  per 
cent  per  annum,  payable  to  Robert  Burgess  &  Son  or  order, 
and  signed  by  all  of  the  eleven  defendants,  and  on  each  note 
there  was  indorsed  as  payment,  under  date  of  April  17, 1903,. 
$200.  Omitting  the  signatures  and  indorsements  the  note 
first  due  reads  as  follows : 

^^$1,000.00.  Prentice,  Wis.,  April  16th,  1903. 

"On  July  15th,  1904,  after  date  for  value  received,  we 
jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  Robert  Burgess  &  Son, 
or  order.  One  Thousand  Dollars,  at  Prentice,  Wis.,  with  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent,  per  annum  from  date  until  paid ; 
interest  payable  annually.  It  is  stipulated  and  agreed  that 
if  any  payment  or  part  payment  hereon,  or  any  interest,  shall 
become  due  and  unpaid,  such  delinquency  shall  cause  the 
whole  note  to  immediately  become  due  and  collectible.  In 
signing  this  note  I  waive  notice  of  protest  and  extension  of 
time." 


Digitized  by 


Google 


21]  JANUAKY  TERM,  1906.  85 

Hodge  V.  Wallace,  129  Wia  84. 

Each  of  the  other  two  notes  reads  the  same  except  one  was 
payable  July  15,  1905,  and  the  other  July  15,  1906.  The 
complaint  alleges  three  causes  of  action,  one  on  each  of  said 
notes,  and  each  alleges  that  April  21,  1904,  "the  said  note 
was,  for  value,  duly  sold,  assigned,  and  transferred  by  said 
Eobert  Burgess  &  Son  to  L.  J.  Hodge  &  Son,  and  that  there- 
after and  on  the  3d  day  of  May,  1904,  and  before  the  maturity 
of  said  note,  the  same  was,  for  value,  duly  sold,  assigned,  and 
trani^erred  to  the  plaintiffs  herein,  who  thereupon  became, 
ever  since  have  been,  and  now  are  the  lawful  owners  and  hold- 
ers thereof."  The  first  cause  of  action  also  alleges,  in  effect, 
that  the  note  became  due  July  16,  1904;  that  nothing  had 
been  paid  thereon  aside  from  the  indorsement  mentioned,  and 
$78.19  paid  by  each  of  three  of  the  defendants  on  and  after 
said  last-mentioned  date,  leaving  due  and  impaid  thereon 
$626.82  with  interest  thereon  from  July  26,  1904,  at  six  per 
cent.  The  second  cause  of  action,  in  addition  to  the  facts 
mentioned,  alleges,  in  effect,  that  the  annual  interest  in  the 
sum  of  $48.02  became  due  and  payable  thereon  April  15, 
1904,  but  that  no  part  thereof  was  paid  except  $16.35,  and 
that  by  reason  of  the  failure  to  pay  said  interest,  and  the 
terms  of  the  note,  the  whole  thereof  became  due  and  payable 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action.  Substantially  the 
same  allegations  were  made  in  the  third  cause  of  action. 

The  defendants  answered  by  way  of  admissions,  denials, 
and  counter  allegations  to  the  effect  that  each  of  said  notes 
was  signed  by  the  defendants  on  condition  that  the  signature 
of  one  William  Goetzke  would  also  be  affixed  thereto,  but 
which  was  never  done,  and  hence  that  none  of  said  instru- 
ments ever  took  effect  as  promissory  notes  and  were  never  de- 
livered; that  said  notes  were  procured  from  each  of  the  de- 
fendants by  false  and  fraudulent  representations  and  under 
duress ;  that  such  signatures  were  procured  under  the  fraud- 
ulent pretense  that  Robert  Burgess  &  Son  were  selling  to  each 
of  the  defendants  and  others  a  share  of  stock  in  a  company 
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to  be  organized  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  from  them  an 
imported,  full-blooded,  registered,  Percheron  stallion,  and 
that  each  such  share  of  stock  was  of  the  par  value  of  $200, 
and  that  there  were  to  be  fifteen  shares  in  all,  and  that  each 
signer  would  become  the  owner  of  one  fifteenth  interest  in 
the  stallion  for  $200 ;  and  that  such  signatures  were  taken  in 
a  book  in  which  no  complete  contract  or  agreement  appeared ; 
that  such  signatures  were  either  attached  to  another  leaf  and 
fraudulently  concealed  or  subsequently  fraudulently  attached 
to  a  pretended  agreement  to  purchase  such  stallion,  to  which 
none  of  the  defendants  ever  consented;  that  the  obligations 
of  each  of  the  defendants  were  entirely  verbal  and  made 
in  reliance  upon  such  representations;  that  the  defendants 
were  each  induced  by  such  duress  and  fraudulent  representa- 
tions to  sign  such  instruments  upon  the  assurance  of  Burgess 
&  Son  that  no  greater  liability  was  thereby  created  against 
any  x)f  the  defendants  than  $200 ;  that  the  signature  of  the 
defendant  demons  to  such  preliminary  agreement  was  so 
procured  when  Clemons  was  so  intoxicated  as  not  to  under- 
stand the  nature  of  his  acts,  and  such  intoxication  was  pro- 
cured by  said  Burgess  &  Son  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
such  signature ;  that  the  pedigree  and  condition  of  said  stal- 
lion were  not  as  represented ;  that  the  stallion  was  not  as  war- 
ranted nor  suitable  for  the  purposes  represented,  as  Burgess 
&  Son  then  well  knew,  and  was  not  wprth  to  exceed  $225 ; 
that,  at  the  time  of  signing  said  instruments,  each  of  the 
said  defendants  received  as  consideration  therefor  an  instru- 
ment purporting  to  be  a  certificate  of  stock,  reciting  therein 
that  the  obligation  of  each  defendant  was  his  joint  note  for 
$200,  but  that  the  same  was  not  a  certificate  of  stock,  and 
no  such  company  had  been  organized,  and  the  same  was  of 
no  value;  and  that  the  consideration  for  said  instruments 
totally  and  wholly  failed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  took  said  in- 
struments with  full  knowledge  of  such  false  representations, 
pretenses,  and  warranties. 
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At  the  close  of  the  trial  of  the  issues  thus  joined  the  court 
directed  a  verdict  of  no  cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiffs 
and  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  from  the  judgment  en- 
tered thereon  with  costs  the  plaintiffs  appeaL 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Barry  &  Barry  and 
Barnes  &  Magoon,  and  oral  argument  by  R.  M.  Barnes. 
They  contended,  inter  alia,  that  a  promissory  note  matures 
only  when  by  its  terms  the  principal  becomes  due ;  and  one 
who  purchases  it  in  good  faith,  for  value,  before  maturity,  is 
within  the  protection  of  the  law  merchant,  although  the  inter- 
est is  overdue  at  the  time  of  purchase.  Kelley  v.  Whitney,  45 
Wis.  110  \  Boss  V.  Hewitt,  15  Wis.  260 ;  Patterson  v.  Wright, 
64  Wis.  289 ;  Cromwell  v.  County  of  Sac,  96  U.  S.  61;  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Sprague,  103  U.  S.  756,  762;  Thompson  v.  Per- 
rine,  106  U.  S.  589,  592.  The  provision  as  to  the  whole  note 
becoming  due  in  case  of  nonpayment  of  interest  was  for  the 
benefit,  not  of  the  maker,  but  of  the  holder  of  the  note,  and 
means  that  it  is  to  become  due  at  his  option.  Chicago  R.  E. 
Co.  V.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  136  U.  S.  268.  A  provision 
in  a  promissory  note  that  upon  default  in  the  payment  of  in- 
terest thereon  for  sixty  days  after  such  interest  becomes  due 
and  payable,  thereby  the  whole  principal  of  such  note  should 
at  once  become  absolutely  due,  is  permissive  only,  and  does 
not  of  itself  start  the  running  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Blaheslee  v.  Eoit,  116  111.  App.  83,  87;  Watts  v.  Hoffman, 
77  HI.  App.  411;  Richardson  v.  Warner,  28  Fed.  343;  Ne- 
hrasha  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Nebraska  City  H,  O.  L.  &  C.  Co. 
4  McCrary,  319 ;  Lowenstein  v.  Phelan,  17  Neb.  429. 

/.  W.  Hicks  and  James  O'Leary,  for  the  respondents. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  1.  At  the  close  of  the  testimony  the 
plaintiffs  moved  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  in  their  favor 
and  against  the  defendants  for  the  full  amount  of  principal 
and  interest  mentioned  in  the  three  notes,  but  subsequently 
asked  leave  to  withdraw  such  motion  and  to  withdraw  the  sec- 
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ond  and  third  causes  of  action,  and  renewed  their  motion  to 
direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiflfs  and  against  the  de- 
fendants for  the  amount  named  in  the  first  cause  of  action, 
which,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  note,  became  due  and  pay- 
able several  months  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
The  court  denied  such  motions  and  directed  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendants,  and  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  assign  such 
rulings  as  errors.  The  claim  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs 
is  to  the  effect  that  it  appears  from  the  uncontradicted  evi- 
dence that  the  plaintiffs  became  the  owners  and  holders  of 
each  of  the  three  notes  in  good  faith  and  for  value  and  before 
maturity  and  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  and  hence  took 
the  same  "free  from  any  defect  of  title  of  prior  parties,  and 
free  from  defenses  available  to  prior  parties  among  them- 
selves." Sees.  1676—22, 1676—25, 1676—27,  of  the  Is^ego- 
tiable  Instrument  Law,  ch.  356,  Laws  of  1899.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that,  by 
virtue  of  the  stipulation  contained  in  each  of  the  three  notes, 
the  whole  of  the  principal  and  interest  named  therein  became 
due  and  payable  six  days  prior  to  the  time  when  the  notes  were 
transferred  by  Robert  Burgess  &  Son  to  L.  J.  Hodge  &  Son 
and  nearly  three  weeks  prior  to  the  time  when  they  were  trans- 
ferred by  L.  J.  Hodge  &  Son  to  the  plaintiffs.  That  stipula- 
tion is  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  statement  and  need  not  be 
here  repeated.  Each  note  required  interest  to  be  paid  thereon 
"at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent  per  annum  from  date  until  paid ; 
interest  payable  anmially/'  The  stipulation  is  to  the  effect 
that  "if  any  payment  or  part  payment,  .  .  .  or  any  interest" 
thereon,  should  "become  due  and  unpaid,  such  delinquency'^ 
should  "cause  the  whole  note  to  immediately  become  due  and 
collectible." 

Coimsel  on  both  sides  refer  to  adjudications  which  they 
claim  to  be  in  support  of  their  respective  contentions.  The 
case  presented  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  those  where  the 
stipulation  for  accelerating  the  maturity  of  the  note  or  notes 
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on  nonpayment  of  interest  or  other  default  is  contained  in  a 
mortgage  or  trust  deed  given  to  secure  the  same,  and  which 
mortgage  or  trust  deed  and  notes  are  construed  in  some  ju- 
risdictions as  one  instrument  in  law.  In  such  a  case  the  note 
or  notes  may  be  transferred  without  the  transferee  having  any 
knowledge  of  such  stipulation  in  the  mortgage  or  trust  deed. 
Here  the  stipulation  is  in  the  notes  themselves,  and  every 
transferee  of  the  same  necessarily  took  them  vdth  knowledge 
of  such  stipulation.  So  the  case  presented  differs  from  those 
where  one  of  a  series  of  notes  or  an  instalment  of  interest  has 
become  due  and  unpaid,  with  no  stipulation,  as  here,  that 
"such  delinquency  shall  cause  the  whole  note  to  immediately 
become  due  and  collectible."  Thus  it  was  held  by  this  court 
long  ago  : 

"An  indorsee  of  several  notes  of  the  same  maker,  secured 
by  one  mortgage  bearing  the  same  date,  and  payable  to  the 
order  of  the  same  person  at  different  periods,  is  not  chargeable 
with  notice  of  any  equitable  defense  of  the  maker  against 
such  of  the  notes  as  were  not  due  at  the  time  of  the  indorse- 
ment, by  reason  of  the  fact  that  one  of  the  notes  was  then  over- 
due. Nor  is  he  chargeable  with  such  notice  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  the  notes  bore  interest  payable  annually,  and  that 
one  yearns  interest  on  all  of  them  was  due  and  unpaid  at  the 
time  of  the  indorsement'^  Boss  v.  Hewitt,  15  Wis.  260.  To 
the  same  effect:  Kelley  v.  Whitney,  45  Wis.  110,  115-117; 
Patterson  v.  Wright,  G4  Wis.  289,  2^2,  25  N.  W.  10. 

These  cases  do  not  go  to  the  extent  of  supporting  the  con- 
tention of  the  plaintiffs.  So  the  case  presented  is  distinguish- 
able from  those  where  the  stipulation  for  accelerating  the 
maturity  of  the  note  or  notes  contained  therein  is  ^ade  op- 
tional with  the  payee  or  mortgagee  or  his  representatives  or 
assigns.  Schoonmaker  v.  Taylor,  14  Wis.  313,  316;  Thorp 
V.  Mindeman,  123  Wis.  149,  101  N.  W.  417.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  any  of  the  stipulations  or  notes  here  involved  to  war- 
rant the  suggestion  that  the  payees  or  transferees  of  any  one 
•of  them  were  thereby  given  such  optional  right  to  declare 
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the  whole  note  due  and  payable  on  failure  to  pay  the  annual 
interest  which  by  the  express  terms  of  each  note  became  abso- 
lutely due  and  payable  April  16,  1904.  On  the  contrary,  it 
is  expressly  and  clearly  declared  therein  that  "such  delin- 
quency shall  cause  the  whole  note  to  immediately  become  due 
and  collectible."  To  construe  such  language  as  merely  op- 
tional or  permissive  would  be  to  destroy  the  clearly  expressed 
contract  which  the  parties  made  for  themselves  and  to  force 
upon  them  a  contract  to  which  neither  of  them  ever  gave  his 
consent  The  terms  of  the  contract  are  so  clear  as  to  seem- 
ingly preclude  construction.  This  may  account  for  the  small 
nimiber  of  adjudications  upon  the  precise  point  here  pre- 
sented. 

In  the  absence  of  such  express  stipulation,  and  notwith- 
standing the  rulings  in  the  cases  cited,  it  was  held  by  this 
court  several  years  ago,  that  "one  who  takes  a  promissory 
note,  which  shows  that  interest  on  the  principal  sum  therein 
named  is  past  due  and  unpaid,  takes  it  subject  to  all  equities 
between  the  original  parties.''  Hart  v.  Stickneyj  41  Wis. 
G30.  That  case  followed  Newell  v.  Gregg,  51  Barb.  263. 
To  the  same  effect.  First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Forsyth,  67  Minn. 
257,  69  ^.  W.  909.  Such  ruling,  however,  was  out  of  har- 
mony with  the  decisions  of  this  court  already  cited,  and  goes 
beyond  what  is  necessary  to  sustain  the  contention  of  the  de- 
fendants in  this  case,  based  on  such  express  stipulation.  In 
a  much  later  case  bearing  upon  that  question  this  court  held : 

"The  fact  that  a  note  bearing  interest  payable  semi-annu- 
ally was  dated,  executed,  and  delivered  on  a  certain  day  fixes 
the  date  for  the  payment  of  instalments  of  interest  at  the  end 
of  every  six  months  thereafter,  and  no  demand  was  necessary 
to  create  a  default."  Zautcke  v.  North  Mil.  T.  Co.  95  Wis. 
21,  69  K  W.  978. 

It  seems  to  be  pretty  well  settled  that : 

"If  the  principal  of  the  paper  is  payable  in  instalments,, 
the  paper  is  considered  as  dishonored  by  the  failure  to  pay 
anv  one  instalment  when  it  fell  due,  whether  the  entire  debt 
became  due  on  such  a  failure  to  pay  or  not,  and  a  subsequent 
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transferee  takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equities.''     Tiedeman, 
Com.  Paper,  §  297;  Vinton  v.  King,  4  Allen,  562;  Field  v. 
Tibbetts,  57  Me.  358;  2  Rand.  Com.  Paper  (2d  ed.)  §  1047. 
But  it  is  said  by  the  same  author : 

"It  is  doubtful  whether  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  failure 
to  pay  an  instalment  of  interest,  unless  the  parties  have  stip- 
ulated that  the  entire  debt  shall  become  due  on  the  failure  to 
pay  the  interest.  Although  it  has  been  held  that  the  failure 
to  pay  the  interest  will  destroy  the  negotiability  of  the  paper, 
with  or  without  this  stipulation,  the  better  opinion  is  that,  in 
the  absence  of  such  a  stipulation,  the  failure  to  pay  an  instal- 
ment of  interest  does  not  affect  the  future  negotiability  of  the 
note  or  bill."     Id. 

It  was  held  in  Massachusetts  more  than  one  hundred  years 
ago: 

*'Upon  a  note  payable  in  eight  years  with  interest  payable 
annually,  an  action  lies  for  the  interest  before  the  principal 
is  payable.''  Oreenleaf  v.  Kellogg,  2  Mass.  568.  To  the 
same  effect:  Cooley  v.  Rose,  3  ^Mass.  221 ;  Walker  v,  Kimball, 
22  HI.  537 ;  Morgensiern  v.  Klees,  30  111.  422 ;  Failing  v. 
Clemmer,  49  Iowa,  104 ;  Mills  v.  Jefferson,  20  Wis.  50. 

It  is  said  by  Mr.  Randolph : 

"A  municipal  bond,  like  a  bill  or  note,  may  be  conditioned 
on  default  in  the  payment  of  interest,  and  will,  in  such  case, 
mature  accordingly,  although  by  its  terms  the  principal  was 
not  otherwise  to  become  payable  for  many  years.  A  provis- 
ion of  this  sort — 6.  g.  that  a  note  drawing  interest  annually 
shall  become  due  on  failure  to  pay  the  interest — ^may  be  con- 
tained in  a  collateral  deed  of  trust  or  other  instrument."  2 
Rand.  Com.  Paper  (2d  ed.)  §  1048. 

So  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Daniel : 

^*Where  it  is  provided  in  the  bonds  themselves  that,  if  de- 
fault be  made  as  to  any  interest  coupon,  the  bonds  shall  be 
due  and  payable,  they  so  become  on  default  of  payment  of  any 
coupon."     2  Daniel,  Neg.  Inst  (5th  ed.)  §  150Ca. 

Thus  it  has  been  held  in  Georgia : 

"Municipal  bonds,  having  on  their  face  many  years  to  run, 
but  issued  and  put  in  circulation  with  an  indorsement  upon 
each  of  them  to  the  effect  that,  in  case  default  be  made  in  pay- 
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ing  any  of  the  interest  coupons  at  maturity,  then,  as  a  part  of 
the  contract,  the  bond  itself  shall  become  due  and  payable, 
are  legally  due,  as  to  the  whole  of  the  principal,  whenever  a 
default  in  paying  interest  according  to  any  of  the  coupons  oc- 
curs. Time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract."  Mayor  v. 
City  Bankj  58  Ga.  584,  following,  and  to  the  same  effect, 
Sneed  v.  Wiggins,  3  Ga.  94;  Ottawa  N.  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Murray j 
15  111.  336;  Ferris  v.  Ferris,  28  Barb.  29.  See,  also,  Ly- 
brand  v.  Fuller,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  116,  69  S.  W.  1005 ; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Peck,  8  Kan.  660. 

But  there  are  adjudications  the  other  way,  notably  one  par- 
ticularly relied  upon  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs.  Chicago  R. 
•E.  Co.  V.  Merchants'  Bank,  136  U.  S.  268,  284-286,  10  Sup. 
Ct  999,  affirming  25  Fed.  809.  We  must  hold  that,  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  stipulation  and  the  default  in  paying  the 
annual  interest  which  became  due  and  payable  April  15, 1904, 
the  whole  of  each  note  "immediately  became  due  and  collect- 
ible." It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  plaintiffs 
took  the  notes  after  they  became  due  and  payable  and  subject 
to  the  equities  between  the  original  parties. 

2.  But  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that  it  was  error  to  di- 
rect a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  We  find  no  defense 
established  by  undisputed  evidence.  The  defense  of  duress 
seems  to  be  without  foundation  so  far  as  the  record  before  us 
is  concerned.  What  constitutes  duress  has  frequently  been 
stated  by  this  court.  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kusworm,  91  Wis. 
166,  173,  64  N.  W.  843;  Wolff  v.  Bluhm,  95  Wis.  257,  259, 
70  N.  W.  73 ;  Mack  v.  Prang,  104  Wis.  1,  6,  79  N.  W.  770 ; 
Galusha  v.  Sherman,  105  Wis.  263,  280,  281,  81  N.  W.  495 ; 
Rochester  M.  T.  Works  v.  Weiss,  108  Wis.  545,  84  K  W. 
Sm]  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  122  Wis.  480,  485,  486,  100  N. 
W.  829.  All  the  authorities  agree  that  duress  exists  where 
one  party,  by  the  unlawful  act  of  another  party,  has  been  in- 
duced to  make  a  contract  or  perform  some  other  act  under 
circumstances  which  deprived  him  of  the  exercise  of  free  will. 
Id.     In  case  of  duress  the  volition  of  the  victim  is  usually 
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overcome  by  fear  of  imminent  injury  to  his  person  or  prop- 
erty, and  hence  it  is  a  gross  species  of  fraud.  Id.  Whether 
duress  exists  in  a  particular  transaction  is  usually  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury.  Id.  But  in  the  case  at  bar  the  evi- 
dence seems  to  be  insufficient  to  take  that  question  to  the  jury. 
While  the  evidence  may  be  insufficient  to  establish  mental  in- 
capacity by  reason  of  intoxication  of  one  of  the  defendants, 
yet  it  may  have  been  admissible  as  tending  to  prove  the  man- 
ner in  which  his  signature  was  procured.  We  are  constrained 
to  hold  that  the  evidence  on  the  questions  of  false  and  fraudu- 
lent representations  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case  to  the  jury. 
Those  were  the  important  issues  in  the  case.  Such  issues 
were  broad  and  included  not  only  representations  respecting 
the  horse,  but  the  means  resorted  to  and  the  manner  of  obtain- 
ing the  signatures  of  the  respective  defendants.  All  facts 
and  circumstances  bearing  upon  such  issues  were  admissible 
in  evidence.  As  there  must  be  a  new  trial  upon  such  issues, 
we  refrain  from  further  discussion  of  the  evidence.  The  di- 
rection of  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendants  was  error. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


Tomkins,  Respondent,  vs.  Campbeix,  Appellant 

May  10-^une  21, 1906, 

Indians:  Sale  of  timber  from  allotted  lands:  Assignment  of  proceeds. 

The  patent  of  lands  allotted  to  an  Indian  pursuant  to  the  treaty  of 
September  30,  1854,  provided  that  he  should  not  alienate  them 
in  any  manner  without  the  consent  of  the  President.  Rules  ap- 
proved by  the  President  provided  that  the  net  proceeds  of  tim- 
ber sold  from  such  lands  should  be  deposited  in  some  national 
bank  subject  to  check  of  the  Indian  owner,  countersigned  by 
the  United  States  Indian  agent  A  contract,  made  under  said 
rules,  for  the  sale  of  timber  from  the  allotted  lands  provided  for 
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payment  of  the  purchase  price  to  the  Indian  agent  In  trust  for 
the  owner.  Held  that,  although  the  Indian  owner  had  by  the 
act  of  Congress  of  February  8,  1887,  become  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  and  emancipated  from  federal  control,  his  power 
to  dispose  of  the  proceeds  of  the  timber  was  still  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Indian  agent,  and  hence  that  an  assignment 
thereof  without  such  approval  was  invalid. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
<x)iinty:  John  E.  Paeish,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  orerruling  a  general  de- 
murrer to  the  plaintiff's  complaint  The  complaint  alleges, 
in  substance,  that  one  Antoine  Sailor  is  an  Indian  of  the  Bad 
River  reservation,  bom  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  defendant  Campbell  is  the  Indian  agent  of 
the  La  Pointe  Indian  agency;  that  a  treaty  was  made  with 
the  Chippewa  Indians  of  Lake  Superior  and  the  Mississippi 
September  30,  1854,  of  which  the  third  article  is  as  follows : 

"Article  Three.  The  United  States  will  define  the  boun- 
daries of  the  reserved  tracts,  whenever  it  may  be  necessary, 
by  actual  survey,  and  the  President  may,  from  time  to  time, 
at  his  discretion,  cause  the  whole  to  be  surveyed,  and  may  as- 
sign to  each  head  of  a  family,  or  a  single  person  over  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  eighty  acres  of  land  for  his  or  their  separate 
use ;  and  he  may,  at  his  discretion,  as  fast  as  the  occupants  be- 
come capable  of  transacting  their  own  affairs,  issue  patents 
therefor  to  such  occupants,  with  such  restrictions  of  the  power 
of  alienation  as  he  may  see  fit  to  impose.  And  he  may  also, 
at  his  discretion,  make  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the 
disposition  of  the  lands  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  head  of  a 
family  or  single  person  occupying  the  same,  or  in  case  of  its 
abandonment  by  them.  And  he  may  also  assign  other  lands 
in  exchange  for  mineral  lands,  if  any  such  are  found  in  the 
tracts  herein  set  apart  And  he  may  also  make  such  changes 
in  the  boundaries  of  such  reserved  tracts  or  otherwise  as  shall 
be  necessary  to  prevent  interference  with  any  vested  rights. 
All  necessary  roads,  highways,  and  railroads,  the  lines  of 
which  may  run  through  any  of  the  reserved  tracts,  shall  have 
the  right  of  way  through  the  same,  compensation  being  made 
therefor  as  in  other  cases." 
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The  complaint  f  xirther  alleges  that,  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  this  treaty,  the  President  of  the  United  States,  on 
May  31,  1898,  approved  the  selection  by  said  Sailor  of  two 
forty-acre  tracts  of  land  on  the  Bad  River  reservation,  and  on 
August  29th  issued  and  delivered  to  said  Sailor  a  patent  cov- 
ering said  tracts,  which  contained  the  proviso  that  neither  said 
Sailor  nor  his  heirs  should  sell,  lease,  or  in  any  manner  alien- 
ate said  tract  without  the  consent  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States;  that  on  March  31,  1899,  said  Sailor,  with  the 
-consent  of  the  President,  sold  the  merchantable  timber  upon 
his  said  allotted  lands  to  one  Steams,  under  a  written  contract 
by  the  terms  of  which  Steams  agreed  to  pay  certain  prices  per 
thousand  for  said  timber  "to  the  United  States  Indian  agent 
for  the  La  Pointe  agency,  in  trust  for  the  said  Sailor ;"  that 
Steams  immediately  commenced  to  cut  and  remove  said  tim- 
ber, and  that  there  is  now  in  possession  of  said  Indian  agent 
the  simi  of  $878.83,  received  by  him  from  said  Steams  for 
such  timber,  in  trust  for  said  Sailor ;  that  on  the  30th  day  of 
June,  1905,  said  Sailor,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  assigned 
said  amoimt  so  due  him  from  said  agent,  by  an  instrument  in 
writing,  to  the  plaintiff,  and  directed  that  the  same  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  plaintiff  has  demanded  payment  of  said 
sum  to  him,  but  the  defendant  has  refused  and  still  refuses  to 
pay  the  same,  and  refuses  to  deposit  the  same  in  bank  or  coun- 
tersign Sailor's  check  therefor,  and  refuses  to  pay  said  sum 
to  Sailor  or  his  assigns,  except  in  monthly  payments  of  $10 
each.  Certain  rules  and  regulations  approved  by  the  Presi- 
dent December  6, 1898,  under  which  the  timber  contract  with 
Steams  was  made,  are  attached  to  the  complaint,  among  which 
is  the  following  rule : 

"Aftor  deducting  one  half  of  the  cost  of  the  scaling  and 
other  necessary  expenses  chargeabte  against  the  same,  the  pro- 
ceeds of  timber  sold  from  the  unallotted  portion  of  the  reser- 
vation shall  be  paid  to  the  Indian  agent,  to  be  expended  for 
the  relief  and  benefit  of  the  Indians  of  the  reservation  under 
the  direction  of  the  commissioner  of  Indian  affairs ;  and  the 
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proceeds  of  timber  taken  from  the  allotted  lands  of  the  reser- 
vation shall,  after  the  deductions  above  stated,  be  deposited 
in  some  national  bank  subject  to  check  of  the  Indian  owner 
of  the  allotment,  countersigned  by  the  Indian  agent  of  the 
La  Pointe  agency,  unless  otherwise  stipulated  in  contracts 
with  particular  Indians." 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  William  0.  Wheeler 
and  Henry  H.  Morgan,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr,  Wheeler. 

For  the  respondent  there  were  briefs  by  Tomkins j  Tomkins 
&  Garvin,  and  oral  argument  by  W.  M.  Tomkins. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  The  simple  question  presented  is  whether 
Sailor  has  absolute  control  and  power  of  disposition  over  the 
money  received  by  the  Indian  agent  in  payment  for  the  tim- 
ber cut  from  Sailor's  allotment  of  land,  or  whether  his  power 
of  disposition  is  limited  and  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Indian  agent.  The  plaintiff's  claim  is  that,  because  by  the 
terms  of  the  so-called  Dawes  act  of  Congress  of  February  8, 
1887  (24  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  388,  ch.  119),  Sailor  had  be- 
come a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  was  emancipated  from 
federal  control  (In  re  Heff,  197  U.  S.  488,  25  Sup.  Ct.  506), 
he  is  necessarily  entitled  to  the  full  management  and  control 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  timber  cut  from  his  lands.  Being  so 
emancipated,  the  argument  is  that  the  provision  of  the  rules 
which  requires  that  the  proceeds  of  the  timber  be  deposited 
in  a  bank  subject  to  his  check  countersigned  by  the  Indian 
agent  means  that  he  has  absolute  control  of  the  deposit ;  that 
the  signature  of  the  Indian  agent  is  only  required  as  a  means 
of  identification  and  must  be  appended  by  the  agent  when- 
ever a  proper  check  is  presented.  While  it  must  be  admitted 
that  the  Indian  allottee  under  the  circumstances  stated  has 
become  a  citizen,  it  does  not  follow  therefrom  that  the  govern- 
ment has  thereby  thrown  aside  all  the  barriers  and  restric- 
tions which  it  had  so  carefully  erected  to  protect  him  from 
his  natural  improvidence.  Notwithstanding  he  was  a  citi- 
zen, the  government  in  dealing  with  him  and  granting  him. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


21]  JANUAKY  TEEM,  1906.  97 

Tomkina  v.  Campbell,  129  Wis.  93. 

rights  of  property  could,  if  it  chose,  surround  those  rights 
with  safeguards  or  limitations  intended  for  his  own  welfare 
and  to  prevent  his  squandering  his  property.  The  treaty  of 
1854  clearly  contemplates  that  his  ownership  of  land  shall  be 
subject  to  substantial  restrictions  upon  the  right  of  alienation, 
and  these  restrictions  were  carried  into  the  patent  issued  long 
after  the  passage  of  the  Dawes  act,  by  provisions  which  de- 
prived him  of  the  power  of  alienation  in  any  manner  without 
the  consent  of  the  President.  These  restrictions  upon  aliena- 
tion of  the  land,  so  industriously  inserted  in  the  patent,  must 
be  borne  in  mind  when  considering  the  intent  of  the  govern- 
ment in  its  regulations  as  to  the  sale  of  the  timber  and  the 
disposition  of  the  proceeds.  So,  also,  the  pre-existing  rela- 
tions of  guardianship  which  the  government  has  always  main- 
tained toward  the  Indian  must  be  kept  in  view. 

In  view  of  these  considerations,  what  is  the  natural  mean- 
ing of  the  provisions  of  the  contract,  that  the  money  for  the 
timber  is  to  be  paid  to  the  Indian  agent  in  trust  for  the  In- 
dian, and  that  it  is  to  be  deposited  in  bank  by  him  subject  to 
the  check  of  the  Indian  countersigned  by  the  agent  ?  To  our 
minds  these  provisions  cannot  be  construed  as  meaning  that 
the  government  intended  to  abolish  the  safeguards  which  it 
erected  to  guard  against  the  Indian's  improvidence,  but  rather 
that  it  intended  to  place  the  proceeds  of  the  land  practically 
in  the  same  position  as  the  land  itself,  namely,  subject  to  dis- 
position only  by  the  Indian  when  such  disposition  is  ap- 
proved by  the  government  acting  through  its  Indian  agent, 
instead  of  through  the  President.  There  is  clearly  no  reason 
why  the  Indian  should  be  prevented  from  selling  or  alienat- 
ing his  land,  and  should  be  given  free  disposal  of  the  moneys 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  timber  thereon,  which  doubtless 
constituted  the  principal  part  of  its  value.  On  the  contrary, 
there  is  every  reason  why  there  should  be  substantially  the 
same  restrictions  upon  the  disposal  of  his  money  as  upon  the 
disposal  of  his  land.  In  view  of  these  considerations  we  find 
Vol.  129  — 7 


Digitized  by 


Google 


98  SUPKEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [June 

Howard  v.  Beldenville  Lumber  Co.  129  Wis.  98. 

no  difficulty  in  construing  the  provisions  of  the  contract  and 
rules  above  referred  to  as  meaning  that  the  Indian's  power  of 
disposition  of  the  money  received  from  the  sale  of  his  timber 
is  subject  to  the  ^approval  of  the  agent,  and  hence  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover.  The  question  seems  to  be  a  new  one, 
and  one  not  yet  presented  to  the  United  States  courts.  So 
far  as  the  subject  has  been  approached,  the  decisions  favor  the 
construction  we  have  adopted.  Hitchcock  v.  U.  8.  22  App. 
D.  C.  275;  U,  S.v.  Thurston  Co.  143  Fed.  287. 

By  the  Court. — Order  reversed,  and  action  remanded  with 
directions  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint 


HowAED,  Eespondent,  «^s.  Beldenvillb  Lumber  Company, 

Appellant 

May  10-^une  21,  1906. 

(1)  Jurors:  Examination:  Interest  in  casualty  insurance  company. 
(2)  Evidence:  Rehuttal:  Discretion.  (3)  Instructions:  Failure 
to  define  **l)urden  of  proof.**  (4-7,  9)  Special  verdict:  When 
taken:  Form  of  questions:  Negligence:  Proximate  cause.  (11) 
General  instructions.  (8-10,  13)  Master  and  servant:  Personal 
injuries:  Dangerous  place:  Negligence  of  co-employee:  Court  and 
jury.     (12,  14)  Damages.  Future  suffering:  Permanent  injury. 

1.  In  an  action  for  personal  Injuries  plaintiff's  attorney  may  examine 

jurors  as  to  their  interest  In  any  casualty  insurance  company 
as  a  basis  for  challenges;  but  this  should  be  done  only  in  the 
ordinary  way,  by  proper  questions  to  the  jurors,  and  not  as  if 
anything  of  a  peculiar  nature  were  Involved  therein^  No  foun- 
dation need  be  laid  for  such  examination,  and  it  Is  not  neces- 
sary or  proper  to  require  defendant's  attorney  or  his  nonpro- 
fessional assistant  to  submit  to  a  private  examination  as  to 
whether  he  represents  any  such  Insurance  company  concerned 
In  the  action. 

2.  The  trial  court  has  a  wide  discretion  as  to  whether,  after  both 

parties  have  rested  their  cases  In  chief,  further  evidence  shall 
be  confined  to  such  as  Is  strictly  rebuttal. 
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3.  Failure  to  Instruct  the  Jury  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "bur- 

den of  proof*  is  not  error  where  there  was  no  request  for  such 
instruction. 

4.  Under  sec.  2858,  Stats.  1898,  the  court  may  submit  the  case  for 

special  yerdict  without  request  of  counsel. 

^.  A  special  verdict  should  be  composed  only  of  a  sufficient  number 
of  questions  to  coyer  singly  the  material  issues  controverted 
on  the  evidence,  and  should  be  so  worded  that  each  question,  so 
far  ^3  practicable,  shall  be  susceptible  of  affirmative  oi'  negative 
answer. 

£.  The  submission  in  this  case  of  the  general  question  "Was  the  de- 
fendant guilty  of  negligence  which  caused  plaintiff's  Injury?" 
is  criticised  as  Involving  several  questions,  which  should  have 
been  separately  submitted,  as  to  the  existence  of  the  alleged  de- 
fect and  as  to  whether  defendant  had  known  or  been  charge- 
able with  knowledge  thereof  for  such  a  length  of  time  that  fail- 
ure to  repair  it  before  the  accident  was  negligence. 

7.  The  submission  of  four  questions  as  to  proximate  cause  is  also 
criticised  on  the  ground  that  one,  properly  worded,  would  have 
sufficed,  and  also  because  said  questions  included  Immaterial 
matters  and  matters  not  In  issue  and  were  so  framed  as  to  cross- 
question  the  jury. 

S.  In  an  action  for  Injuries  to  an  employee  in  a  sawmill,  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  a  piece  of  wood  falling  upon  him  through 
a  hole  which  the  employer  had  negligently  permitted  to  remain 
In  the  floor  above,  the  fact  that  negligence  of  a  co-employee  com- 
bined with  that  of  the  employer  to  cause  the  injury  is  not  a 
defense. 

9.  A  general  question  in  the  special  verdict  as  to  whether  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  Is  Tield  sufficiently  to  have 
covered  the  question  of  his  assumption  of  the  risk.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  request  for  a  specific  submission  of  that  matter. 

10.  A  reasonably  safe  working  place  being  furnished  to  a  servant 

when  he  is  put  to  work,  the  master's  absolute  duty  in  that  re- 
gard is  satisfied.  If  thereafter  the  place  becomes  unsafe  and  the 
servant  Is  Injured  by  reason  thereof  before  the  master  has 
knowledge,  or  reasonable  opportunity  to  obtain  knowledge,  of 
the  danger  and  reasonable  opportunity  to  remove  it,  the  master 
is  not  liable. 

11.  Where  a  case  is  submitted  for  a  special  verdict  it  is  error  to  give 

general  Instructions. 

12.  In  the  assessment  of  damages  for  future  suffering,  mental  and 

physical,  the  jury  should  be  limited  by  the  instructions  to  such 
loss  In  that  regard  as  the  evidence  satisfies  them  will  be  reason- 
ably certain  to  result  from  the  injury. 
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13.  The  queBtion  whether  plaintiff,  an  employee  in  a  sawmill,  was 

injured  in  the  manner  alleged,  by  his  hand  being  caught  be- 
tween the  belt  and  rim  of  a  pulley,  is  held  upon  the  evidence  to 
have  been  one  for  the  Jury.    Marsh  all,  J.,  dissents. 

14.  For  injuries  to  a  man  thirty-one  years  old,  capable  of  earning 

12.50  to  |3  per  day,  resulting  in  permanent  partial  paralysis  of 
his  right  shoulder  and  that  part  of  the  arm  near  it  and  total 
paralysis  of  the  rest  of  the  arm,  an  award  of  $8,000  ia  held  not 
fatally  excessive. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eusk 
county :  John  K.  Parish,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Action  for  personal  injuries. 

The  claim  in  the  complaint  was  this :  September  2,  1904, 
plaintiff  was  an  employee  of  defendant  in  the  latter's  sawmill 
at  Bruce,  Wisconsin.  The  machinery  on  the  main  floor  of 
such  mill  consisted  in  part  of  a  slab  saw  which  was  attended 
by  one  person  when  the  mill  was  operating.  Beneath  such 
saw  and  extending  down  to  within  about  two  feet  of  the 
ground  floor  there  was  a  box  construction  for  directing  the 
sawdust  from  such  saw  to  a  conveyor  running  horizontally, 
nearly,  with  such  floor  and  about  a  foot  above  the  same.  Pass- 
ing through  the  box  several  feet  above  such  floor  there  was  a 
shaft,  equipped  with  a  pulley,  the  upper  part  of  which  was 
some  feet  from  the  main  floor  and  the  lower  part  some  four 
feet  from  the  ground  floor.  This  pulley  was  the  driver  for 
the  slab  saw,  power  being  transmitted  thereto  by  a  belt.  To 
examine  the  pulley  and  belt,  as  was  necessary  from  time  to 
time,  one  was  required  to  remove  a  piece  of  the  box  which 
was  fitted  for  that  purpose.  In  the  main  floor  over  where 
one  would  necessarily  stand  in  removing  the  door,  so  called", 
of  the  box  so  as  to  expose  to  view  the  pulley  and  belt  there  was 
a  hole  of  sufficient  size  to  permit  of  pieces  of  wood  dropping 
through  and  striking  whoever  might  be  in  their  course.  The 
hole  was  caused  by  wear.  The  work  on  such  floor  and  the  lo- 
cation of  the  person  having  charge  of  the  slab  saw  were  such 
that  pieces  of  wood  were  quite  likely  to  be  pushed  over  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC  , 


21]  JANUARY  TERM,  1906.  101 

Howard  v.  Beldenville  Lumber  Co.  129  Wis.  98. 

brink  of  the  hole.  This  condition  of  things  was  well  known 
to  the  defendant  prior  to  the  occurrence  hereafter  mentioned. 
The  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  thereof  before  such  occur- 
rence. On  said  2d  day  of  September,  1904,  at  about  4  o'clock 
ill  the  morning  while  plaintiff,  with  due  care,  was  performing 
his  duty  to  examine  the  pulley  and  belt,  the  door  of  the  box 
having  been  removed  for  that  purpose,  and  he  vrscs  standing 
with  his  right  hand  resting  against  the  box,  with  his  body  some- 
what bent  over  to  the  left,  in  the  act  of  looking  up  into  the  box, 
he  was  struck  on  the  right  arm  by  a  piece  of  wood  which  came 
through  the  hole  aforesaid,  loosening  his  hand  from  the  box 
and  causing  him  to  fall  forward  and  to  make  an  involuntary 
movement  of  such  hand  to  catch  himself,  whereby  such  hand 
or  the  arm  was  caught  between  the  belt  and  pulley  and  carried 
down  and  around  the  latter,  breaking  his  shoulder  and  arm, 
causing  him  much  pain,  and  permanently  disabling  him. 
He  was  thirty-one  years  of  age  when  the  injury  was  occa- 
sioned. He  was  in  good  health  and  capable  of  earning  $2.50 
a  day.  He  has  been  damaged  as  a  result  of  his  injuries  in 
the  sum  of  $25,000,  besides  necessary  expenses  for  surgical 
and  medical  attendance  of  $100. 

All  allegations  as  to  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant were  put  in  issue  by  the  answer.  Also  all  allegations  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  plaintiff  received  his  injury  and  as 
to  the  amount  of  his  damages. 

During  the  impaneling  of  the  jury  plaintiff's  attorney 
claimed  the  right  to  interrogate  each  juror  as  to  whether  he 
was  connected  in  any  way  with  any  accident  or  casualty  com- 
pany, saying  that  he  understood  defendant's  attorney  repre- 
sented such  a  company  in  the  action.  Exception  to  such  re- 
mark was  taken  by  defendant's  attorney,  he  at  the  same  time 
asserting  that  he  knew  of  no  accident  or  casualty  company  be- 
ing interested  in  the  case  and  that  he  represented  the  defend- 
ant only.  Plaintiff's  attorney  persisted  and  requested  to  have 
defendant's  attorney  sworn  and  examined  on  the  subject 
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The  request  was  refused,  but  the  court  interrogated  each  juror 
at  length  as  to  whether  he  was  connected  with  any  such  insur- 
ance company  either  as  a  stockholder  or  policy-holder  or  as  an 
insurer  of  his  employees  or  in  any  other  manner.  Defendant 
objected  to  the  examination  and  duly  saved  exceptions  in  re- 
spect thereto.  After  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  court,  coun- 
sel on  both*  sides,  and  a  Mr.  Prince,  who  was  present,  appar- 
ently associated  with  the  attorney  for  defendant  in  some  ca- 
pacity other  than  that  of  an  attorney,  withdrew  from  the  pres- 
ence of  the  jury,  and  the  judge  then,  against  the  protest  of 
defendant's  coimsel,  required  said  Prince  to  submit  to  an  ex- 
amination under  oath  as  to  whether  he  represented  any  acci- 
dent or  casualty  company  interested  in  the  cause.  He  testi- 
fied that  he  was  the  adjuster  for  the  Ocean  Accident  &  Guar- 
anty Corporation,  and  that  he  supposed  the  defendant  com- 
pany was  paying  the  expenses  of  the  litigation,  but  that  he  had 
no  personal  knowledge  of  the  matter  or  as  to  whether  the  in- 
surance company  had  a  policy  covering  the  accident  in  ques- 
tion; that  his  company  sometimes  attended  to  litigation  of 
that  sort  where  it  was  not  directly  interested  because  of  hav- 
ing a  policy  covering  the  case. 

The  proof  offered  to  support  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  in 
substance  this :  There  was  a  slab  saw  on  the  main  mill  floor, 
the  sawdust  from  which  was  disposed  of  by  passing  down 
through  a  box  underneath  the  saw  to  a  conveyor  near  the 
ground  floor.  Through  this  box  there  was  a  shaft  on  which 
there  was  a  pulley  connected  with  the  slab  saw  as  alleged  in 
the  complaint  The  business  of  plaintiff  was  to  look  after 
the  machinery  on  the  ground  floor  during  the  night  shift 
That  required  him,  from  time  to  time,  to  examine  the  condi- 
tion of  such  pulley  and  belt  In  doing  so  he  was  required  to 
approach  the  box,  step  up  on  an  eight-inch  timber  lying  hori- 
zontally on  the  floor  between  two  bridge-tree  timbers  standing 
upright  thereon  some  two  or  three  feet  apart  and  remove  the 
door  of  the  sawdust  box,  which  door  was  about  three  feet 
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long.     That  being  done,  and  the  operative  standing  upright 
between  the  bridge  trees  and  the  mill  being  in  operation,  the 
situation  was  like  this :  The  pulley  was  twenty-four  inches  in 
diameter.    Its  motion  was  outward  from  the  upper  sida    The 
speed  was  about  600  revolutions  per  minute.     The  belt  was 
about  eight  inches  wida     The  top  of  the  operative's  head  was 
about  one  foot  above  the  top  of  the  pulley.     The  outer  rim  of 
the  pulley  reached  to  within  about  fifteen  inches  of  his  body 
and  to  within  about  five  inches  of  the  outside  of  the  box,  and 
it  filled  the  box  from  right  to  left  except  about  three  inchee 
on  each  side.     Some  two  weeks  before  the  accident  a  new  belt 
was  put  on  because  the  old  one  did  not  run  true.     The  new  oue 
was  accustomed  to  run  from  side  to  side,  somewhat,  and  to 
keep  it  in  place  a  piece  of  wood  was  nailed  in  the  box  about 
seven  feet  from  the  bottom  thereof  on  the  right-hand  side.     A 
few  moments  before  the  accident  plaintiff  finished  repairing 
a  belt  by  which  power  was  transmitted  to  some  machinery  on 
the  main  floor.     Having  done  so  and  cleaned  up  the  dirt  oc- 
casioned thereby  he  proceeded  to  look  after  the  belt  in  the 
box.    He  stepped  upon  the  eight-inch  timber  aforesaid  and  re- 
moved the  outside  of  the  box,  setting  it  aside.  He  then  placed 
his  hand  on  the  b6x  at  the  top  of  the  opening,  somewhat  to 
the  right,  and  leaned  to  the  left,  turning  his  head  upward  sufii- 
ciently  to  enable  him  to  look  up  into  the  box  where  the  guide 
aforesaid  was  located.     While  he  was  in  the  act  of  so  looking, 
a  piece  of  wood  about  eight  inches  long  and  two  inches  square 
came  from  above,  striking  his  arm  and  glancing  off  to  and 
striking  his  face.     Instantly  thereupon  his  hand  was  released 
from  the  box  and  he  fell  forward,  the  motion  of  his  arm  be- 
ing such  that  it  or  the  hand  was  caught  between  the  pulley  and 
the  belt  and  whirled  around  the  former  till  it  was  released. 
As  his  hand  and  arm  were  so  carried  partly  around  the  pulley 
his  body  with  great  force  was  jerked  forward  against  the  out- 
side of  the  box,  his  face  striking  the  left-hand  edge  thereof, 
and  his  arm  was  twisted  and  broken  and  so  strained  as  to  per- 
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manently  destroy  its  usefulness.  On  occasions  prior  to  the 
injury  when  he  had  opened  the  box  and  examined  the  belt  and 
pulley  he  had  not  observed  any  hole  in  the  floor  above.  There 
was  such  a  hole,  the  same  lieing  where  the  person  who  tended 
the  slab  saw  was  required  to  stand.  It  was  about  ten  inches 
square.  When  the  stick  of  wood  fell  to  the  floor  he  looked 
at  it  and  so  was  able  to  tell  about  its  size.  He  also  looked  up 
to  see  where  it  came  from  and  observed  the  hole.  lie  could 
not  say  just  how  his  hand  or  arm  was  caught  or  released,  but 
thought  the  hand  came  down  on  top  of  the  pulley  and  went 
around  to  the  place  where  it  was  released  by  the  belt  leaving 
the  pulley.  The  hand  was  injured  somewhat.  It  went  in 
and  out  very  quickly.     He  said : 

"I  should  judge  that  it  [the  hand]  passed  down  and  away 
from  me  up  to  where  the  belt  left  the  pulley  on  the  farther 
side.  I  don't  know  for  certain  whether  my  hand  went  clear 
around  or  not,  or  whether  it  slipped  out  before  it  got  clear 
around.  I  know  there  was  a  mark  on  the  back  of  my  hand 
where  it  was  skinned.'' 

As  corroboration  the  person  who  operated  the  slab  saw  tes- 
tified to  there  being  a  hole  in  the  floor  through  which  a  piece 
of  wood  might  have  fallen  and  struck  the  plaintiff.  He  said 
the  hole  was  caused  by  a  wearing  out  of  the  floor ;  that  it  had 
been  there  some  time;  that  he  had  to  exercise  care  to  avoid 
stepping  into  it;  that  several  times  he  had  called  attention 
thereto  in  order  to  have  it  fixed,  and  that  he  was  accustomed 
to  cover  it  with  loobe  lumber  or  slabs.  Plaintiff  testified  that 
he  walked  around  some,  outside  of  the  mill,  after  he  was  in- 
jured ;  that  after  a  while  he  met  one  of  the  employees,  who 
took  him  into  the  engine  room,  where  he  soon  became  imcon- 
scious,  and  in  that  condition  was  taken  home.  He  did  not  say 
to  any  one  before  being  taken  from  the  mill  or  thereafter,  ex- 
cept as  hereafter  indicated,  that  he  was  injured  while  examin- 
ing the  belt  in  the  box,  until  he  made  such  claim  in  the  action, 
lie  testified  that  he  never  told  any  person  connected  with  de- 
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fendant  how  he  was  injured.  He  admitted  having  said  to 
one  of  defendant's  officers  that  there  was  a  belt  off;  that  it 
took  him  quite  a  while  to  put  it  on  because  he  had  to  lace  it ; 
that  after  he  did  that  he  walked  into  the  engine  room  and  then 
out  and  around  and  just  then  got  hurt 

On  behalf  of  defendant  there  was  evidence  to  the  effect  that 
about  three  months  after  the  accident  plaintiff  and  his  wife 
signed  a  written  statement  that  the  injury  was  caused  while 
he  was  attempting  to  put  on  a  belt ;  that  his  arm  was  caught 
thereby,  throwing  him  to  the  floor,  and  that  he  could  not  tell 
just  how  it  was  done.  They  testified  that  a  man  visited  them 
and  discussed  the  question  of  their  expenses  and  appeared  to 
write  down  what  they  said  in  that  regard ;  that  they  read  the 
paper;  that  the  man  then  laid  it  with  others  on  the  table 
and  asked  them  to  sign,  which  they  did,  supposing  they  were 
signing  the  paper  they  had  read ;  that  they  made  no  such  state- 
ment to  the  man  as  the  one  contained  in  the  paper  in  fact 
signed  and  produced  upon  the  trial.  There  was  testimony 
by  the  secretary  and  treasurer  of  the  defendant  that  some 
two  weeks  after  the  accident  plaintiff  visited  defendant's 
office  and  there  said  he  did  not  know  how  the  accident  oc- 
curred ;  that  he  did  not  blame  any  one ;  that  he  fixed  a  belt, 
then  went  over  by  the  box  and  was  injured  there.  Mr. 
Stewart,  the  foreman  of  the  mill,  testified  that  before  the 
plaintiff  was  taken  from  the  mill  he  said  he  did  not  know 
how  he  was  injured,  and  later  at  his  home,  when  he  was  ap- 
parently in  good  condition  to  relate  the  facts,  that  he  said 
he  could  not  tell  the  first  thing  about  the  matter.  The  wit- 
ness further  testified  that  it  was  the  spring  after  the  injury 
before  he  knew  of  any  claim  that  the  injury  occurred  at  the 
box  imder  the  slab  saw;  that  he  went  into  the  basement  of 
the  mill  after  the  accident  and  found  no  indication  of  there 
having  been  any  disturbance  there  except  that  the  belt  was 
off  of  the  big  conveyor  some  thirty  feet  from  the  slab-saw  box. 
The   defendant's   bookkeeper,   who   was   present   when   the 
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plaintiff  made  the  statement  to  the  president  in  the  office^ 
corroborated  it  The  person  who  had  the  same  work  to  do- 
as  plaintiff  on  the  day  shift  testified  that  when  he  came  on, 
after  the  accident,  he  found  everything  in  order  on  the  ground 
floor;  that  about  a  month  after  the  accident  plaintiff  told 
him  he  did  not  know  how  he  got  hurt ;  that  the  witness  often 
took  off  the  door  of  the  box  under  the  slab  saw  and  examined 
the  operation  of  the  belt,  looking  up  as  plaintiff  testified  he 
did,  but  never  observed  any  hole  in  the  floor  above. 

Plaintiff  on  rebuttal  denied  in  detail  the  testimony  of 
each  of  the  witnesses  as  regards  his  having  said  he  did  not 
know  how  his  injury  occurred. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  defendant  moved  the  court 
for  a  verdict  which  was  denied.  The  court  then  sent  the 
case  to  the  jury  for  a  special  verdict  on  its  own  motion. 
There  were  exceptions  to  instructions  given  and '  refused,, 
which  will  be  referred  to,  as  far  as  may  be  necessary,  in  the 
opinion.     The  jurors  found  as  facts,  in  substance: 

1.  Plaintiff  was  injured  while  on  duty  in  defendant's  mill 
by  contact  with  the  machinery  therein. 

2.  Plaintiff  was  injured  by  negligence  which  was  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  such  injury. 

3.  Such  injury  was  not  produced  by  negligence  of  a  co- 
employee. 

4.  Defendant's  alleged  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury. 

6.  The  injury  was  not  caused  by  concurrent  negligence 
of  defendant  and  the  fellow-servant  of  the  plaintiff. 

6.  Plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  any  contributory  negligence. 

7.  Eight  thousand  dollars  will  be  required  to  compensate 
plaintiff  for  his  injury. 

Such  motions  were  made  and  exceptions  saved  to  rulings^ 
thereon  as  were  necessary  to  preserve  for  consideration  ques- 
tions discussed  in  the  opinion.  Judgment  was  rendered  ins 
plaintiff's  favor  on  the  verdict,  and  defendant  appealed. 
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For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Morton  Barrows 
and  L.  E.  McOill,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Barrows  and 
Mr.  8.  L.  Perrin. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Samuel  A.  Ander- 
son and  W.  E.  Stafford,  and  oral  argumfint  by  Mr.  Ander- 
son. 


Mabshall,  J.  The  proceedings  which  occurred  during 
the  impaneling  of  the  jury  and  at  the  close  of  the  evidence, 
in  regard  to  whether  any  casualty  insurance  company  was 
interested  in  the  litigation,  merit  criticism.  Whether,  under 
the  circumstances,  they  should  be  regarded,  of  themselves, 
as  prejudicially  erroneous,  is  questionable  and  need  not  be 
decided.  It  may  be  otherwise,  though,  if  so,  they  come  very 
dangerously  near  that  line. 

Very  much  of  the  criticism,  indulged  in  as  to  a  tendency 
of  jurors  in  cases  of  this  sort  of  deciding  issues  from  biased 
views,  suggests  rather  faulty  administration  than  inherent 
weakness  in  the  jury  system.  It  is  firmly  believed  that  by 
careful  attention,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  a  jury 
trial,  to  protect  the  jury  from  all  ulterior  influences  and  to 
carefully  avoid  useless  colloquies  between  court  and  counsel 
having  a  suggestive  tendency  as  to  the  nonprofessional  hear- 
ers, regarding  the  mental  leanings  of  the  court  either  as  re- 
gards the  particular  case  or  similar  controversies,  and  such 
attention  by  manner  and  speech,  so  far  as  practicable,  to  per- 
suade the  jury  up  to  the  ideal  plane  of  absolute  impartiality 
necessary  to  a  decision  of  the  controversy  in  hand,  entirely 
uninfluenced  by  anything  except  the  evidence  produced  be- 
fore them  and  the  law  as  given  by  the  court,  the  results  will 
continue  in  the  future,  as  in  the  past,  to  vindicate  the  truth 
of  the  saying  that  the  safest  tribunal  that  has  been  or  prob- 
ably can  be  created  to  decide  mere  issues  of  fact,  is  a  care- 
fully impaneled  jury  of  twelve  men.  From  our  own  expe- 
rience as  trial  judges,  we  are  utterly  unable  to  appreciate 
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the  frequent  suggestions  made  that  a  defendant  in  a  case  of 
this  sort,  or  one  where  an  insurance  company  defends,  can- 
not, by  reason  of  inherent  weakness  in  the  system,  obtain 
justice  at  the  hands  of  a  jury. 

The  difficulty  with  the  criticised  proceedings  is  attributable 
to  the  attitude  of  all  concerned  in  examining  the  jury  on  the 
voir  dire.     Counsel  for  plaintiff  said : 

"I  don't  know  if  this  is  the  proper  time  and  place  to  men- 
tion anything  with  reference  to  the  fact  of  a  casualty  insur- 
ance company  being  interested  in  this  case." 

That  was  the  initial  mistake.  There  was  no  necessity  for 
mentioning  any  such  thing  to  the  court  or  in  the  presence  of 
the  court  other  than  by  proper  questions  propounded  to  ju- 
rors. That  first  mistake  was  followed  by  a  long  colloquy 
between  court  and  counsel,  on  both  sides,  as  to  the  propriety 
of  examining  the  jury  respecting  whether  they  were  inter- 
ested in  any  casualty  company  concerned  in  the  litigation 
and  as  to  whether  the  attorney  who  appeared  for  the  defend- 
ant represented  such  a  company,  during  which  plaintiff's 
attorney  was  accused  by  defendant's  attorney  of  endeavoring 
to  prejudice  the  jury,  and  the  latter,  protesting  innocence  in 
that  regard,  asked  leave  to  examine  imder  oath  defendant's 
attorney  as  well  as  a  Mr.  Prince,  who  appeared  to  be  the 
latter's  nonprofessional  assistant,  on  the  subject  of  discus- 
sion, ending  with  a  suggestion  by  the  judge  that  he  would  in- 
quire into  that  later,  and  then  himself  taking  up  the  matter 
of  examining  the  jurors  on  such  subject,  which  he  did  fully. 
Such  proceedings,  manifestly,  are  not  well  calculated  to  pro- 
mote the  attainment  of  justice.  Just  as  clearly  they  have  a 
tendency  to  create  impressions  in  the  minds  of  jurors  preju- 
dicial to  the  proper  consideration  of  the  case  in  hand. 

If  counsel  for  plaintiff  had  proceeded,  without  any  an- 
nouncement to  the  court,  to  ask  the  jurors  as  to  whether  they 
were  directly  or  indirectly  concerned  in  any  casualty  insur- 
ance company,  as  a  basis,  if  one  existed,  for  challenges  to  the 
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favor  or  peremptory  challenges,  he  would  have  been  strictly 
within  his  right.  There  was  no  more  necessity  for  the  sup- 
posed preliminaries  than  there  would  be  for  a  foundation 
for  interrogating  a  juror  as  to  whether  he  is  a  relative  of  any 
party  to  the  litigation,  or  to  either  of  the  attorneys  engaged 
therein,  or  interested  directly  or  indirectly  with  any  such 
party  or  attorney  in  business,  or  with  reference  to  any  other 
of  numerous  matters  that  might  be  suggested.  It  was  the 
announcement  by  counsel,  as  if  something  of  a  peculiar 
nature  was  involved  in  the  examination  he  proposed  entering^ 
upon,  the  attitude  of  the  court  with  reference  thereto  and  the 
whole  proceedings,  suggestive  of  such  matter  being  specially 
out  of  the  ordinary,  and  of  the  existence  of  a  secret  interest 
behind  the  litigation,  putting  the  defendant  in  the  position 
of  falsely  and  secretly  pretending  to  be  the  real  party  in 
interest — ^which  was  liable  to  work  mischief.  Quite  similar 
proceedings  took  place  in  ChybowsJci  v.  Bucyrxis  Co.  127 
Wis.  332,  106  N.  W.  833.  There  counsel  for  defendant  waa 
required  by  the  court  to  disclose  under  oath  whether  he  rep- 
resented an  insurance  company  concerned  in  the  litigation. 
That  was  condemned,  it  being  said : 

"The  mere  fact  that  an  insurance  company  was  concerned 
in  the  litigation  was  wholly  immaterial.  The  attitude  of 
the  court  as  to  compelling  appellant's  counsel  to  bear  evi- 
dence in  respect  thereto,  notwithstanding  the  assurance  of 
respondent's  counsel  that  the  information  sought  for  was 
wanted  only  as  a  basis  for  interrogating  the  jury,  clearly  gave 
undue  importance  to  the  insurance  company's  connection 
with  the  case,  since  no  such  basis  was  necessary.  It  was  a 
matter  quite  likely  to  prejudice  the  jury  and.  should  not  have 
been  adverted  to  at  all  except  by  questions  to  the  particular 
juror  imder  examination  and  ^strictly  within  the  right'  to 
discover  whether  any  bias  or  basis  therefor  on  his  part  ex- 
isted." 

The  procedure  in  this  case  did  not  go  quite  so  far,  in  the 
presence  of  the  jury,  as  in  the  one  qiioted  from,  so  we  feel 
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justified,  here,  in  stopping  short  of  condemning  the  same  as 
sufficiently  prejudicial,  by  itself,  to  work  a  reversal.  Why 
the  proceedings  were  taken,  which  occurred  after  the  close 
of  the  evidence,  of  counsel  and  the  court  retiring  from  the 
presence  of  the  jury  and  requiring  the  nonprofessional  assist- 
ant of  appellant's  counsel  to  be  sworn  and  examined  as  to 
whether  he  represented  any  casualty  insurance  company  con- 
cerned in  the  litigation,  we  are  wholly  unable  to  understand. 
Certainly,  if  they  had  to  occur,  the  trial  court  is  to  be  com- 
mended for  having  retired  for  the  time  being  from  the  pres- 
ence of  the  jury.  It  seems  that  the  mainspring  of  the  sev- 
eral steps,  including  the  last,  was  the  notion  that  some  basis 
for  the  examination  of  the  jurors  on  the  particular  subject 
was  necessary  to  be  affirmatively  laid,  including  some  show- 
ing of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff. 
That  was  all  wrong.  No  such  basis  was  required,  as  before 
indicated,  any  more  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  such 
particular  matter  than  for  inquiring  into  any  other,  neces- 
sary, in  the  judgment  of  counsel,  acting  reasonably,  to  en- 
able him  to  perform  his  professional  duty  in  selecting  a  jury. 
He  should  have  simply  asked  fair  questions  in  regard  to  the 
subject,  and  in  case  of  an  objection  being  made  it  should 
have  been  promptly  overruled.  This  subject  has  been  suffi- 
ciently treated  here  in  Faher  v.  C.  Eeiss  C.  Co.  124  Wis.  554, 
102  N.  W.  1049,  and  Chyhowshi  v.  Bucyrus  Co.  127  Wis. 
332,  to  warrant  omitting  to  pursue  it  further.  We  have 
discussed  the  same  at  considerable  length  because  it  seems, 
from  this  and  the  two  other  instances  where  we  have  recently 
been  called  upon  to  deal  with  the  subject,  that  some  pretty 
definite  statement  as  to  the  proper  conduct  of  judicial  admin- 
istration in  respect  to  the  matter  is  required. 

Complaint  is  made  that  evidence  was  permitted  on  rebut- 
tal which  was  really  cimiulative.  Courts  have  a  pretty  wide 
discretion  as  to  whether  after  a  party  has  rested  in  chief  and 
the  opposite  party  shall  have  made  his  case  the  former  shall 
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be  restricted,  as  to  further  evidence,  to  such  as  is  strictly 
rebuttal.  The  better  practice  is  to  direct  the  trial  along  the 
lines  of  regular  order  unless  there  is  a  fairly  good  reason 
for  departing  therefrom.  We  are  unable  to  say  that  there 
was  any  inexcusable  departure  from  such  order  in  this  case. 

Further  complaint  is  made  because  the  court  failed  to  in- 
struct the  jury  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  burden  of  proof. 
There  does  not  seem  to  have  been  any  request  for  instruc- 
tions on  that  line,  therefore  harmful  error  cannot  be  predi- 
cated on  failure  to  do  so.  Seyring  v.  Eschweiler,  85  Wis. 
117,  65  K  W.  164;  Luech  v.  Heisler,  87  Wis.  644,  58  N. 
W.  1101;  Koch  V,  Ashland,  88  Wis.  603,  60  K  W.  990; 
Odette  V.  State,  90  Wis.  258,  62  K  W.  1054.  No  error  was 
•committed  by  submitting  the  case  to  the  jury  for  a  special 
verdict  without  request  by  counsel  The  statute  expressly 
authorizes  such  submissions.     Sec.  2858,  Stats.  1898. 

Several  assignments  of  error  are  presented  for  consider- 
ation as  to  questions  contained  in  special  verdict.  It  does 
not  seem  advisable  to  consider  them  in  detail,  though  we 
will  do  so  in  a  general  way.  The  verdict  as  framed  by  the 
learned  court  cannot  well  be  considered  a  safe  model  to  be 
followed.  However,  generally  speaking,  it  covered  the  case, 
<5onfused  though  it  was  with  some  unnecessary  questions,  and 
faulty  in  not  containing  questions  covering  clearly  the  pre- 
cise matters  of  fact  in  controversy  on  the  evidence.  This 
<x>urt  has  said  so  many  times  that  a  special  verdict  should  be 
composed  only  of  a  sufficient  number  of  questions  to  cover 
singly  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings,  material  to  the  case 
and  controverted  on  the  evidence,  so  worded  that  each  ques- 
tion, so  far  as  practicable,  shall  be  susceptible  of  affirmative 
or  negative  answer,  that  nothing  can  be  gained,  it  seems,  by 
a  repetition  in  that  regard.  Strict  attention  to  this  matter 
is  a  judicial  duty. 

Here,  there  was  no  dispute  but  what  the  respondent  was 
injured  at  the  time  alleged  in  the  complaint.     No  question 
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on  that  point,  therefore,  was  needed.  The  only  negligence 
pleaded  was  failure  on  the  part  of  defendant  to  seasonably 
repair  a  womout  condition  of  the  main  mill  floor.  That,  at 
the  most,  required  these  questions:  (a)*  Was  there  a  hole  in 
the  mill  floor  as  alleged  ?  (b)  If  there  was  such  a  hole,  did 
the  defendant  know  thereof  a  sufficient  length  of  time  before 
the  accident,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  to  repair  the 
same  before,  such  time  ?  (c)  If  there  was  such  a  hole,  had 
it  existed  for  such  length  of  time  before  the  accident  that  de- 
fendant, in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  should  have  dis- 
covered and  repaired  the  same  before  such  time  ?  An  affirm- 
ative answer  to  the. first  and  to  either  of  the  others  would 
have  established  the  negligence  complained  of  as  a  matter 
of  law. 

It  will  readily  be  observed  that  the  matters  covered  by  the 
^u^ested  questions  were  distinctly  pleaded  as  the  ground  of 
negligence  relied  on  and  were  distinctly  put  in  issue  by  the 
answer  and  were  clearly  controverted  on  the  evidence.  The 
trial  court's  question:  "Was  the  defendant  guilty  of  negli- 
gence which  caused  plaintiff's  said  injury  V  was  in  legal  effect 
the  three  suggested  questions  combined.  That  is  not  the 
manner  the  special-verdict  statute  contemplates  that  such 
matters  shall  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  though  under  proper 
instructions  such  method  has  not  been  condemned  as  fatally 
erroneous.  However,  we  may  well  say  in  passing,  trial 
courts  should  not  feel  at  liberty  to  commit  all  errors  which 
have  been  or  may  be  held  not  fatal  to  the  result  which  may 
finally  be  reached. 

The  next  issue  of  fact  in  order  was  whether  the  existence 
of  the  hole  in  the  floor,  if  one  did  exist  as  alleged,  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  injury.  On  that  a  ques- 
tion should  have  been  submitted  about  like  this :  If  you  an- 
swer the  first  question  and  either  the  second  or  third  in  the 
affirmative,  were  such  facts  the  proximate  cause  of  plaintiff's 
injury?     That  would  have  siifficed  for  these  four  questions 
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which  the  learned  court  submitted:  (a)  ^Was  the  defendant 
guilty  of  negligence  which  caused  plaintiff's  said  injury?" 
(b)  ^Was  plaintiff's  said  injury  produced  by  reason  of  neg- 
ligence of  his  co-employee,  Hanson  ?"  (c)  "Was  defendant's 
alleged  negligence  the  proximate  cause  of  plaintiff's  said 
injury?"  (d)  "Was  plaintiff's  said  injury  caused  by  the 
combined  negligence  of  defendant  and  that  of  the  plaintiff's 
co-employee,  Hanson?"  There  was  no  issue  on  the  plead- 
ings or  the  evidence  warranting  the  questions  designated  as 
(b)  and  (d).  Moreover,  whether  the  injury  was  caused  by 
the  combined  negligence  of  the  defendant  and  his  co-em- 
ployee, Hanson,  if  there  had  been  such  an  issue  in  the  case, 
which  there  was  not,  was  entirely  immaterial  since  such  mere 
contributory  negligence  of  a  co-employee  is  not  a  defense  in 
a  case  of  this  sort.  Jones  v.  Florence  M.  Co,  66  Wis.  268, 
284,  28  X.  W.  207 ;  Paulmier  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  34  K  J.  Law, 
151 ;  Franklin  v.  W.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  37  Minn.  409,  34  X. 
W.  898;  Hunn  v.  Mich.  Cent.  R.  Co.  78  Mich.  513,  44  N. 
W.  502 ;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  §  305.  So  by  submitting  the 
four  questions  instead  of  the  one,  the  rule  was  violated  that 
inmiaterial  matters  should  not  be  included  in  a  special  ver- 
dict; also  the  rule  was  violated  that  questions  should  not  be 
80  framed  as  to  cross-question  the  jury,  and  the  further  rule 
was  violated  that  no  question  should  be  included  in  a  special 
verdict  not  covering  a  distinct  issuable  controverted  fact. 

Complaint  is  made  because  of  failure  to  submit  a  ques- 
tion covering  the  subject  of  assumption  of  risk.  There  are 
two  answers  to  that:  (1)  There  was  no  such  issue  in  the 
case  either  by  the  pleadings  or  on  the  evidence.  (2)  The 
general  question  on  the  subject  of  contributory  negligence* 
sufficiently  covered  the  form  of  such  negligence  called  as- 
sumption of  the  risk  in  the  absence  of  any  request  for  a 
particular  submission  of  such  matter.  Hennesey  v,  C.  &  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  99  Wis.  109,  74  K  W.  554. 

The  court  said  to  the  jury:  "You  are  instructed  that  it 
Vol.129  — 8 
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was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  provide  a  place  that  was 
reasonably  safe  for  the  plaintiff  to  do  his  work  in  while  in 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,"  and  gave  further  instruc- 
tions in  connection  therewith,  well  calculated  to  impress  upon 
the  minds  of  the  jurors  the  idea  that  such  rule  applies,  not 
only  to  the  time  the  working  place  is  originally  furnished 
to  the  servant,  but  to  every  instant  of  time  thereafter  during 
the  period  of  his  employment.  That  was  very  misleading. 
True,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  mastei*  to  furnish  the  servant 
with  a  reasonably  safe  place  in  which  to  work.  True,  that 
duty  is  absolute.  It  cannot  be  delegated  by  the  master.  It 
cannot  be  performed  by  him  by  merely  exercising  ordinary 
care  to  furnish  such  place.  It  is  satisfied  only  by  the  actual 
furnishing  thereof.  But  that  refers  to  the  time  when  the 
servant  is  put  to  work,  not  to  every  time  when,  thereafter, 
in  the  course  of  continuous  employment,  at  the  customary 
intervals,  he  re-occupies  his  place,  nor  to  every  instant  of 
time  during  the  period  of  his  employment  A  reasonably 
safe  working  place  having  been  furnished  the  servant,  the 
absolute  duty  in  that  regard  is  satisfied.  Then  becomes  ac- 
tive the  secondary  duty  to  exercise  ordinary  care  to  preserve 
for  the  servant  the  reasonably  safe  condition  of  his  working 
place.  In  case  of  its  becoming  unsafe  during  the  course  of 
his  employment,  and  the  servant  receiving  an  injury  thereby 
before  the  master  has  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  dan- 
ger or  has  reasonable  opportunity  to  obtain  such  knowledge, 
and  reasonable  opportunity  to  remedy  the  danger,  he  is  not 
liable.  Evlehan  v.  G.  B,,  W.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  68  Wis.  520, 
32  N.  W.  529;  Paim  v.  Eastern  B.  Co.  91  Wis.  340,  346, 
64  N.  W.  1005 ;  Quincy  C.  Co.  v.  Hood,  77  HI.  68 ;  Bald- 
win V.  St.  L.,  K.  &  N.  B.  Co.  68  Iowa,  37,  25  N.  W.  918 ; 
Stapf  V.  V.  Loewer's  G.  B.  Co.  1  App.  Div.  405,  37  N.  Y. 
Supp.  256 ;  Artis  v.  Buffalo,  B.  <&  P.  B.  Co.  3  App.  Div.  1, 
37  N.  T.  Supp.  977,  38  N.  T.  Supp.  42;  Park  Hotel  Co.  v. 
LockhaH,  59  Ark.  465,  28  S.  W.  23;  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  B. 
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Co.  V.  Locke,  112  Ind.  404,  14  K  E.  391;  St.  Louis,  Ft  S. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Irwin,  37  Kan.  701,  16  Pac.  146;  Mickee  v. 
Walter  A.  Wood  M.  &  B.  M.  Co.  77  Hun,  659,  28  N.  T. 
Supp.  918 ;  Haskins  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  &  H.  B.  B.  Co.  79  Hun, 
159,  29  K  Y.  Supp.  274;  Binns  v.  B.  £'D.  B.  Co.  88  Va. 
891, 14  S.  E.  701 ;  20  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  92, 
93,  and  cases  cited  in  the  note. 

The  courts  have  spoken  thus  decisively  on  the  subject  last 
discussed : 

"It  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  aflSrmatively 
that  at  the  time  the  accident  happened"  the  condition  of  the 
track  "was  either  known  to  the  company  or  had  existed  for 
such  length  of  time  before  the  accident  as  to  constitute  notice 
to  the  company  that  the  track  was  in  an  unsafe  condition  at 
that  place."  This  court  speaking  by  Tatlob,  J.,  in  Hule- 
han  V.  O.  B.,  W.  &  8t.  P.  B.  Co.  68  Wis.  520,  525. 

"The  duty  to  provide  a  reasonably  safe  place  for  the  em- 
ployee to  perform  his  service  in  rests  upon  the  master,  and 
that  duty  is  one  that  cannot  be  shifted  or  evaded  by  any  at- 
tempt to  delegate  it."  "This  duty  is  also  a  continuing  one 
to  the  extent  that  the  master  must  provide  reasonably  for  the 
inspection  and  if  need  be  for  the  repair  of  premises  and  ap- 
pliances." MoNTGOMEBY,  J.,  in  Anderson  v.  Mich.  Cent. 
R.  Co.  107  Mich.  591,  65  N.  W.  685. 

"The  doctrine  that  the  master  must  provide  a  safe  place 
has  no  application  to  the  case  where  the  place  becomes  unsafe 
during  the  progress  of  the  work."  McClain,  J.,  in  Oleson 
V.  Maple  Grove  C.  &  M.  Co.  115  Iowa,  74,  87  N.  W.  736. 

The  language  of  this  court  by  Mr.  Justice  Winslow  in 
Paine  v.  Eastern  B.  Co.  91  Wis.  340,  is  quite  as  decisive. 

In  submitting  the  subject  of  proximate  cause  to  the  jury 
the  learned  court  used  the  term  "approximate,"  both  in  the 
questions  for  the  special  verdict  and  the  instructions.  In 
this  case  probably  the  misuse  of  terms  was  not  harmful  since 
the  court  gave  as  an  explanation  of  what  was  called  "approx- 
imate cause"  a  fairly  accurate  definition  of  proximate  cause. 

Quite  inexcusable  error  was  committed,  we  feel  called 


Digitized  by 


Google 


116  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [June 

Howard  v.  Beldenville  Lumber  Co.  129  Wis.  98. 

upon  to  say,  in  view  of  the  many  recent  decisions  of  this 
court  on  the  subject,  in  that  the  coiirt  while  submitting  the 
case  to  the  jury  for  a  special  verdict  gave  at  considerable 
length  general  instructions.  Such  instructions,  as  has  often 
been  said,  are  wholly  unsuitable  in  case  of  a  special  verdict. 
It  may  be  that  it  was  supposed  by  the  learned  court  that  since 
the  verdict  was  required  upon  the  court's  own  motion,  in- 
stead of  in  response  to  the  demand  of  counsel,  a  different 
rule  would  apply  than  the  one  so  many  times  emphatically 
proclaimed  by  this  court.  If  so,  the  supposition  was  base- 
less. There  is  no  reason  for  the  instructions  to  be  specific- 
ally directed  to  the  special  questions  in  case  of  a  special 
verdict,  when  required  by  counsel,  that  does  not  apply,  just 
as  strongly,  when  it  is  otherwise  required.  This  court  has 
held  upon  due  consideration  of  the  matter  that  in  case  of 
such  a  verdict  the  parties  to  the  litigation  are  entitled,  as  a 
matter  of  statutory  right,  to  have  the  jury  instructed  as  to 
the  particular  questions  submitted,  and  not  generally  at  all. 
Lyon  V.  Grand  Rapids,  121  Wis.  609,  99  N.  W.  311 ;  Van 
de  Bogart  v.  M.  &  M,  P.  Co.  127  Wis.  104,  106  N.  W.  805 ; 
Schneider  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  99  Wis.  378,  388,  7.S 
N.  W.  169;  Ward  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  102  Wis.  215, 
219,  78  N.  W.  442;  New  Home  S.  M.  Co.  v.  Simon,  104 
Wis.  120,  80  N.  W.  71 ;  Brunette  v.  Gagen,  106  Wis.  618, 

82  N.  W.  564;  Rhyner  v.  Menmha,  107  Wis.  201,  206,  S3 
N.  W.  303 ;  Sladhy  v.  Marinette  L.  Co.  107  Wis.  250,  259, 

83  N.  W.  514;  Musbach  v.  Wis.  C.  Co.  108  Wis.  57,  84  N. 
W.  36;  Bartlett  v.  Collins,  109  Wis.  477,  85  N.  W.  703; 
Mauch  V.  Hartford,  112  Wis.  40,  87  N.  W.  9,16  \  Byington  v. 
Merrill,  112  Wis.  211,  88  N.  W.  26;  Cvllen  v.  Hanisch,  114 
Wis.  24,  37,  89  N.  W.  900;  Ohon^U  v.  Pa.  &  0.  F.  Co. 
114  Wis.  448,  457,  90  N.  W.  429 ;  Outzman  v.  Clancy,  114 
Wis.  589,  90  N.  W.  1081. 

This  instruction  was  given  to  the  jury  on  the  subject  of 
damages:  "You  will  also  assess  all  such  sums  as  you  are 
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satisfied  from  evidence  will  recompense  him  for  all  future 
suffering,  both  mental  and  physical."  That  was  prejudi- 
cially erroneous.  The  jury  should  have  been  limited  in  as- 
sessing damages  for  future  suffering,  mental  and  physical, 
to  such  loss,  in  that  regard,  as  the  evidence  satisfied  them 
would  be  reasonably  certain  to  result  from  the  injury.  White 
V.  Milwaukee  G.  B.  Co.  61  Wis.  536,  21  K  W.  524;  Hardy 
V.  Milwaukee  8t  R.  Co.  89  Wis.  183,  187,  61  N.  W.  771; 
Block  V.  Milwaukee  St.  B.  Co.  89  Wis.  371,  380,  61  N.  W. 
1101;  Baymond  v.  Keseherg,  91  Wis.  191,  64  K  W.  861; 
Groundwater  v.  Washington,  92  Wis.  56,  61,  65  K  W.  871 ; 
Kliegel  v.  Aitken,  94  Wis.  432,  438,  69  N".  W.  67;  Collim 
V.  Janesville,  99  Wis.  464,  465,  75  N.  W.  88;  Boelter  v. 
Boss  L.  Co.  103  Wis.  324,  330,  79  N.  W.  243. 

Error  is  assigned,  raising  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
evidence  presented  a  fair  jury  question  regarding  whether 
respondent  received  his  injury  in  the  manner  he  claimed  he 
did.  A  careful  study  of  the  record  has  resulted  in  some 
hesitation  in  reaching  a  satisfactory  conclusion  in  respect 
thereto.  It  certainly  seems  quite  improbable  that  one  could 
have  his  hand  caught  between  the  belt  and  rim  of  a  heavy 
iron  pulley,  twenty-four  inches  in  diameter  and  eight  inches 
on  the  face,  revolving  at  the  rate  of  600  revolutions  per  min- 
ute or  sixty  feet  per  second,  the  sides  of  the  pulley  being 
within  three  inches  of  the  sides  of  a  box  inclosing  it,  and 
that  the  arm  could  be  carried  down  and  around  the  pulley  to 
a  point  of  release,  dragging  it  necessarily  in  between  the 
sides  of  the  pulley  and  the  sides  of  the  box,  and  forcibly 
jerking  the  body  forward,  without  much  more  disastrous 
consequences  than  occurred  in  this  case.  To  the  majority, 
but  not  all,  of  the  members  of  the  court  the  respondent's 
«tory  does  not  seem  wholly  improbable.  Again,  the  almost 
overwhelming  evidence  that  the  respondent  stated,  on  nu- 
merous occasions  after  he  was  injured,  that  he  did  not  know 
how  the  injury  occurred ;  that  the  story  told  upon  the  trial 
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was  not  known  to  any  one,  so  far  as  appears,  till  the  action 
was  commenced,  and  two  apparently  credible  witnesses  ex- 
amined the  condition  of  things  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
alleged  scene  of  injury  shortly  after  the  accident  and  found 
all  in  order,  while,  if  respondent's  testimony  be  true,  the 
door  of  the  sawdust  box  must  have  been  left  down  from  the 
time  of  the  accident  tiU  some  one  other  than  himself  re- 
placed it,  and  still  other  circumstances  that  might  be  referred 
to,  involving  the  matter  in  doubt,  lead  to  the  conclusion,  on 
the  part,  at  least,  of  the  writer,  that  the  evidence,  as  a  whole, 
did  not  remove  the  question  of  how  the  accident  occurred 
from  the  realms  of  mere  conjecture  and  so  did  not  present 
a  fair  jury  question  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  Hyer  v. 
Janesville,  101  Wis.  371,  77  N.  W.  729.  However,  by  far 
the  prevailing  opinion  is  that  the  respondent's  positive  story 
of  how  his  injury  was  received  was  not  so  incredible  but 
what  it  was  permissible  for  the  jury  to  believe  it  and  to  base 
a  verdict  thereon.  That  rules  the  case  on  that  subject  in  his 
favor,  so  the  decision  must  be  and  is  that  the  question  in 
relation  thereto  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury. 
■  Further  complaint  is  made  that  the  damages  assessed  are 
grossly  excessive.  The  man  was  thirty-one  years  of  age 
when  he  was  injured.  He  was  capable  of  earning  $2.50  to 
$3  per  day.  He  was  not  a  common  laborer,  but  an  engi- 
neer. The  evidence  was  to  the  effect  that  his  arm  near  the 
shoulder  and  the  shoulder  were  partially  paralyzed  and  that 
the  balance  of  the  arm  was  totally  so;  that  the  motor  and 
sensor  nerves  were  destroyed  beyond  any  reasonable  ex- 
pectation of  restoration,  leaving  his  arm  practically  a  dead 
body:  an  incumbrance.  The  evidence  tended  to  if  it  did 
not  conclusively  show  that  such  condition  would  not  mate- 
rially change  for  the  better.  Manifestly  from  such  evidence 
the  respondent's  injury  was  a  very  serious  one.  It  was 
much  more  so  than  the  mere  loss  of  an  arm  would  be.  The 
circumstance  also  is  quite  material  that  the  injured  mem- 
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ber  was  the  right  arm.  A  careful  examination  of  the  prece- 
dents satisfies  us  that  we  would  not  be  justified  in  con- 
demning the  verdict  as  fatally  excessive,  though  doubtless 
it  approached  dangerously  near  the  border  line  thereof,  not- 
withstanding, as  indicated,  the  injury  was  a  very  severe  one. 
By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  triaL 


Oma,  Appellant,  vs.  Wilkinsgn,  imp..  Respondent 

.    May  10— June  21, 1906, 

Appeal:  No  appearance  for  respondent:  Reversal  on  the  merits. 

Where  the  plaintiff  Is  appellant  and  files  a  brief,  if  there  is  no  ap- 
pearance by  the  respondent  this  court,  on  appellant's  motion, 
wUl  reverse  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from  with  the  same 
effect  as  if  the  appeal  had  been  heard  and  all  questions  raised 
by  the  appellant  decided  in  his  favor  on  the  merits. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county :  John  K.  Paeish,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  sustaining  general  de- 
murrer of  defendant  Emma  E.  Wilkinson  to  each  of  the  six 
separate  causes  of  action  in  complaint.  The  first  alleges 
Emma  E.  and  George  D.  Wilkinson  to  be  husband  and  wife, 
the  latter  being  the  owner  and  occupying  as  a  homestead, 
with  his  wife,  certain  described  lots  in  Ashland,  situated  in 
a  thickly  inhabited  part ;  that  Emma  negligently  and  wrong- 
fully caused  to  be  stored  in  the  bam  located  on  the  said  home- 
stead premises  a  quantity  of  dynamite,  her  separate  prop- 
erty, with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  her  husband,  George 
D.  Wilkinson;  that  such  storing  on  said  premises  was  a 
nuisance  and  a  menace  to  the  property  of  all  parties  living 
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in  the  vicinity;  that  January  8,  1905,  the  barn  took  fire  and 
such  dynamite  exploded,  by  reason  whereof  plaintiffs  dwell- 
ing house  was  severely  injured  to  an  amount  specified.  Each 
of  the  other  causes  of  action  is  identical  with  the  first,  except 
that  they  allege  injury  to  the  buildings  of  other  neighbors 
and  assignments  by  the  respective  owners  of  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff.  No  appearance  being  naade  for  the  respondent  in 
this  court,  appellant,  having  filed  a  .brief,  requested  a  reversal 
on  the  merits  in  accordance  with  the  rule  announced  in 
Hughes  v.  Lilly,  42  Wis.  639. 

For  the  appellant  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
G.  N.  Risjord. 

[No  appearance  for  respondent.] 

By  the  Court. — After  full  reconsideration  of  the  reasons 
there  assigned,  we  adhere  to  the  rule  promulgated  in  Hughes 
V.  Lilly,  42  Wis.  639,  and  therefore  reverse  the  order  ap- 
pealed from  with  the  same  effect  as  if  we  had  heard  the 
appeal  and  decided  all  the  questions  raised  by  appellant  in 
his  favor  upon  the  merits.  The  cause  is  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  accordingly. 


Nash,  Appellant,  vs.  Fries  and  others.  Respondents. 

May  10— June  21,  1906. 

Constitutional  Jaw:  Testing  legislative  power  in  court:  Organization 
of  towns:  Statute  construed:  ^'Discretion.** 

Ch.  21,  Laws  of  1905,  provides  that  upon  the  hearing  of  a  petition 
for  organization  of  a  town  the  circuit  court  "shall  file  findings 
of  fact,  .  .  .  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  facts  set  forth 
in  the  petition  are  true,  and  all  the  requirements  of"  the  law 
"have  been  complied  with,  in  its  discretion,  shall  enter  an  or- 
der" creating  the  territory  into  a  town,  etc.    Held,  that  the  act 
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authorizes  the  court  to  exercise  only  the  discretion  which  al- 
ways rests  with  the  trier  of  facts,  and  does  not  confer  upon  It 
any  discretion  as  to  the  expediency  or  propriety  of  making  the 
order  when  the  requisite  facts  are  found.  It  is  therefore  not 
invalid  as  vesting  a  legislative  function  in  the  court 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
•county:  John  K.  Paeish,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Appellant,  together  with  other  citizens  and  freeholders,  pre- 
sented a  petition  alleging  all  the  facts  required  by  ch.  21, 
Laws  of  1905,  for  the  organization  of  the  town  of  Shana- 
golden,  in  Ashland  county,  whereupon  the  court,  on  motion 
of  attorneys  for  respondent,  dismissed  said  petition,  on  the 
ground  that  sec.  775d  (sec.  1,  ch.  21,  Laws  of  1905),  imder 
which  said  petition  had  been  filed,  is  unconstitutional,  from 
•which  order  Nash,  one  of  the  petitioners,  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Sanborn,  Lamoreux 
&  Fray,  and  oral  argument  by  A.  T.  Fray,  As  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  "discretion''  they  cited  11  Cent.  L.  J.  504, 
505 ;  In  re  Leonard,  15  Fed.  Cas.  331 ;  State  ex  rel.  Lamb  v, 
Cunningham,  83  Wis.  90,  137 ;  Towle  v.  State,  3  Fla.  202, 
214;  Coke,  Litt.  227,  b;  14  Cyc.  383;  BooTces  Case,  5  Coke, 
^9 ;  Darling  v.  Westmoreland,  52  N.  H.  401,  408 ;  Colburn 
V.  Oroton,  66  N.  H.  151,  28  Atl.  95 ;  Bundy  v.  Hyde,  50  N. 
H.  116,  120;  Bex  v.  Wilkes,  4  Burr.  2527,  2539. 

For  the  respondents  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief 
of  Lamoreux  &  Shea,  They  cited  Const,  art.  IV,  sec.  1 ;  In 
re  North  Milwaukee,  93  Wis.  616,  624;  Glaspell  v.  James- 
town, 11  K  Dak.  86,  88  N.  W.  1023 ;  Murray  v.  Buell,  74 
Wis.  14,  18. 

Dodge,  J.  Ch.  21,  Laws  of  1905,  provides  that  contig- 
uous territory  containing  at  least  a  government  township, 
being  part  of  any  town  or  towns  and  having  at  least  fifty  resi- 
dent electors  and  an  assessed  valuation  of  at  least  $100,000, 
may  be  organized  into  a  town  upon  compliance  with  the  fol- 
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lowing  three  sections.  The  first  of  said  sections  (sec.  776&) 
provides  for  presentation  to  the  circuit  court  of  a  petition  by 
a  majority  of  the  resident  electors  and  homesteaders  of  the 
proposed  territory,  correctly  describing  the  same,  naming  the 
town  or  towns  of  which  it  is  a  part,  containing  the  names  of 
the  resident  electors  and  assessed  valuation  of  the  territory 
and  the  proposed  name  of  the  new  town,  ajid  duly  verified  by 
at  least  three  signers.  The  court  then  fixes  a  date  for  hear- 
ing and  prescribes  notice.  The  next  section  (sec  775c) 
authorizes  protests,  and  directs  that  the  hearing  of  the  peti- 
tion shall  be  tried  as  an  issue  of  fact  by  the  court.  Then  sec^ 
77 5d  provides : 

"The  court  shall  file  findings  of  fact  at  the  close  of  suck 
hearing,  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  facts  set  forth  in  the 
petition  are  true,  and  all  the  requirements^ of  the  three  pre- 
ceding sections  have  been  complied  with,  in  its  discretion, 
shall  enter  an  order  creating  such  territory  into  a  town,, 
naming  the  same,"  etc. 

The  question  for  decision,  namely,  the  constitutionality  of 
this  law,  depends  upon  the  construction  which  we  must  give 
to  the  three  words,  "in  its  discretion,''  contained  in  sec. 
775d.  If  they  are  intended  to  vest  in  the  court  authority 
to  pass  upon  the  wisdom  and  policy  of  the  creation  of  a  new 
town  after  all  of  the  facts  specified  in  the  statute  have  been^ 
found  to  exist,  then  the  legislation  clearly  falls  within  the 
criticism  made  in  In  re  North  Milwaukee,  93  Wis.  616,  67 
N.  W.  1033,  upon  the  statute  there  considered.  It  would 
then  be  obvious  that  the  legislature  had  attempted  to  dele- 
gate to  the  court  the  function  of  deciding  a  question  of  legis- 
lative policy,  and  not  merely  the  ascertainment  of  the  exist- 
ence of  certain  facts  and.  conditions  upon  which  the  legisla- 
ture had  decided  and  declared  the  purpose  and  policy  that  a 
new  town  should  be  created.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  this 
phrase  may  be  considered  as  referring  back  to  the  require- 
ment for  filing  findings  of  fact  and  ascertainment  as  to 
whether  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  petition  are  true  and  all 
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the  requirements  of  the  three  preceding  sections  have  been 
complied  with,  and  to  call  upon  the  court  merely  to  exercise 
that  judicial  function  of  judgment  and  discrimination  in 
weighing  evidence  and  making  up  its  conclusion  which  is 
also  often  referred  to  as  discretion,  it  would  not  be  obnox- 
ious to  the  case  above  cited.  It  would  then  merely  refer 
to  the  court  the  ascertainment  and  decision  as  to  the  existence 
of  certain  necessary  preliminary  facts,  and,  when  those  facts 
are  found  to  exist,  would  impose  upon  it  the  absolute  duty 
of  making  an  order  which,  by  behest  of  the  legislature  itself,, 
would  bring  into  existence  the  new  town.  Thus  the  law  it- 
self would  pass  upon  aU  questions  of  policy  and  expediency^ 
which  are  legislative,  and  would  refer  to  the  court  nothing 
but  the  judicial  function  of  trying  and  determining  the  facts, 
upon  which  the  law  is  to  become  effective.  Dowling  v.  Lan- 
cashire Ins.  Co.  92  Wis.  63,  65  N.  W.  738. 

The  phraseology  of  the  section  is  unfortunate  if  the  latter 
be  the  legislative  meaning.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the 
three  words  under  consideration  practically  add  nothing  to 
the  functions  which  would  be  imposed  on  the  court  by  the 
statute  if  they  were  eliminated,  for  no  court  can  properly 
and  judicially  try  an  issue  of  fact  without  the  exercise  of 
that  wisdom  and  judgment  which  in  that  case  would  be 
designated  as  discretion.  Nevertheless,  by  many  authori- 
ties, the  word  "discretion"  is  properly  enough  used  to  ex- 
press that  judicial  judgment  in  discriminating  as  to  weight 
and  cogency  between  different  witnesses  and  between  con- 
flicting evidentiary  documents  and  circumstances  which  must 
be  exercised  in  reaching  any  conclusion  of  fact  from  evi- 
dence. Said  this  court,  per  Okton,  J.,  in  Murray  v.  Buell, 
74  Wis.  14, 18,  41  N.  W.  1010, 1011 : 

"There  are  different  kinds  of  discretion  that  may  be  exer- 
cised by  the  trial  court.  ...  In  all  cases  courts  must  exer- 
cise a  discretion  in  the  sense  of  being  discreet,  circumspect,, 
prudent,  and  exercising  cautious  judgment" 


Digitized  by 


Google 


124  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [June 

Nash  V.  Fries,  129  Wis.  120. 

Again,  by  Pinney,  J.,  in  Bowling  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co. 
92  Wis.  63,  68,  65  N.  W.  739,  by  way  of  quotation,  "half 
the  statutes  on  our  books  are  in  the  alternative,  depending 
upon  the  discretion  of  some  person  or  persons,  to  whom  is 
confided  the  duty  of  determining  whether  the  occasion  exists 
for  executing  them/'  See,  also.  State  ex  rel.  Lamb  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 83  Wis.  90,  137,  53  N.  W.  36 ;  Darling  v.  West- 
moreland, 52  N.  H.  401,  408 ;  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  U.  8.  9 
Wheat.  738,  866. 

It  is,  of  course,  the  duty  of  courts  to  presume  an  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  act  constitutionally, 
and,  as  betAveen  two  constructions  of  a  statute,  one  of  which 
would  be  within  the  legislative  power  and  the  other  forbid- 
den to  it,  to  adopt  the  former  if  at  all  reasonable.  It  is  only 
when  the  unconstitutional  purpose  is  clear  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt  that  a  court  can  be  justified  in  declaring  void  an 
act  of  the  legislature.  Att'y  Gen.  v.  Eau  Claire,  37  Wis. 
400,  438 ;  Johnson  v.  Milwaukee,  88  Wis.  383,  389,  60  K 
W.  270;  Verges  v.  Milwaukee  Co.  116  Wis.  191,  198,  93  N. 
W.  44.  In  view  of  these  considerations  we  deem  it  permis- 
sible, and  therefore  our  duty,  to  read  this  law  as  command- 
ing the  court,  upon  presentation  of  such  petition  as  is  re- 
quired, to  enter  the  order  of  incorporation,  if,  upon  trial  of 
the  facts,  exercising  in  so  doing  that  discretion  which  always 
rests  with  the  trier  of  facts,  it  finds  the  conditions  prescribed 
by  the  statute  to  have  been  duly  alleged  and  to  exist,  and 
consequently  to  hold  that  it  does  not  confer  upon  the  court 
any  authority  to  exercise  its  discretion  over  the  expediency 
or  propriety  of  making  the  order  when  such  facts  are  found. 
Upon  this  construction  there  is  nothing  of  the  legislative 
function  attempted  to  be  vested  in  the  court,  and  therefore 
the  objection  made  to  the  law  is  untenable. 

By  the  Court. — Order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings  according  to  law. 
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IIammel,  Respondent,  vs.  Cairnes  and  another.  Appellants. 

May  Kh^une  21,  1906, 

Chattel  mortgages:  Affidavit  required  after  sale:  Statutes:  Construc- 
tion: Forfeiture:  Taking  *'under  and  by  virtue  of  mortgage.'* 

1.  Ch.  122,  Laws  of  1903   (providing  that  whenever  any  property 

covered  by  a  chattel  mortgage  shall  be  taken  and  sold  under 
and  by  virtue  of  such  mortgage  pursuant  to  the  power  of  sale 
contained  therein  an  affidavit  stating  certain  facts  shall  be 
filed  within  ten  days  after  the  sale,  and  that  in  case  of  failure 
to  file  such  affidavit  the  debt  secured  by  such  mortgage  shall  be 
deemed  fully  satisfied  and  the  mortgage  canceled),  affects  not 
the  remedy  merely,  but  the  right,  and  hence  does  not  apply  to 
mortgages  antedating  its  enactment. 

2.  Such  statute,  being  highly  penal,  should  be  strictly  construed  to- 

avoid  a  forfeiture. 

3.  Voluntary  surrender  of  the  mortgaged  property  by  the  mortgagor 

to  the  mortgagee,  and  sale  pursuant  thereto,  are  not  such  a  tak- 
ing and  sale  as  the  statute  means,  and  failure  to  file  the  affidavit 
thereafter  does  not  work  a  forfeiture.  The  statute  refers  to  a 
hostile  taking. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Oneida 
county :  W.  C.  Silveethoen,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  two  real-estate  mort- 
gages given  by  defendants  to  plaintiff,  one  to  secure  an  in- 
debtedness of  $900  according  to  the  terms  of  four  promis- 
sory notes  specified  in  the  first  cause  of  action,  and  the  other 
to  secure  an  indebtedness  of  $276  according  to  the  terms  of 
several  promissory  notes  as  specified  in  the  second  cause  of 
action.  The  defendant  James  Caimes  answered  admitting 
the  execution  of  the  notes  and  mortgages  referred  to,  and  al- 
leged payment  in  full,  and  further  answered  that  the  notes, 
and  mortgages  set  forth  in  the  first  cause  of  action  were 
given  to  secure  the  purchase  price  of  a  stallion  purchased  by 
defendant  from  plaintiff,  and  that  there  was  given  in  addition 
thereto  to  plaintiff  by  defendant,  as  further  security,  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  on  said  stallion;  that  there  was  also  given  a  chat- 
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tel  mortgage  on  one  gray  horse  as  additional  security  for  the 
note  specified  in  the  second  cause  of  action ;  that  the  plaintiff 
seized  and  sold  said  property  covered  by  said  chattel  mort- 
gages by  virtue  thereof,  and  entirely  failed  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  ch.  122,  Laws  of  1903,  and  thereby  the  in- 
debtedness became  fully  satisfied.  Except  as  admitted,  the 
answer  denied  generally  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
The  case  was  tried  by  the  court,  and  the  court  found  in 
favor  of  plaintiff.  Judgment  was  rendered  accordingly,  from 
which  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellants  on  the  brief 
of  A.  W.  Shelton,  and  for  the  respondent  on  that  of  Sam  8. 
Miller. 

E[eewin,  J.  There  is  no  bill  of  exceptions ;  therefore  we 
<5an  only  consider  whether  the  pleadings  and  findings  sup- 
port the  judgment  The  execution  of  the  notes  and  mort- 
gages referred  to  in  the  complaint  is  undisputed,  and  the 
court  found  that  in  the  month  of  May,  1904,  after  a  portion 
of  the  indebtedness  secured  by  the  mortgages  became  due, 
the  defendant  James  Caimes  went  to  the  plaintiff's  agent 
and  told  him  that  he  could  not  meet  the  payments,  and  vol- 
imtarily  delivered  to  said  agent  the  property  covered  by  the 
chattel  mortgages ;  that  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  by  his  agent, 
gave  five  days'  notice  of  sale  and  on  May  21,  1904,  sold  the 
property  at  public  vendue,  and  indorsed  the  amount  received 
therefor,  $170,  on  the  notes,  which  was  the  only  amount 
ever  paid  on  such  indebtedness;  that  on  the  31st  day  of  May, 
1904,  the  agent  of  plaintiff,  who  made  the  sale,  executed  an 
affidavit  in  accordance  with  ch.  122,  Laws  of  1903,  and  im- 
mediately delivered  the  same  to  a  neighbor  of  the  town  clerk 
to  be  filed  in  accordance  with  said  chapter.  The  court 
found  as  conclusions  of  law  that  there  was  due  upon  the 
notes  set  up  in  the  complaint  the  sum  of  $493.29,  besides 
$30  reasonable  solicitor's  fees,  and  that  there  was  to  fall  due 
on  said  notes  the  sum  of  $576 ;  that  ch.  122,  Laws  of  1903, 
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was  not  passed  and  not  in  force  until  after  the  making  of  the 
notes  and  mortgages  set  forth  in  the  first  cause  of  action,  and 
cannot  be  considered  or  applied  to  affect  said  notes  and 
mortgage ;  that  the  plaintiff  attempted  in  good  faith  to  com- 
ply with  the  provisions  of  ch.  122  in  regard  to  the  sale  of 
the  property  covered  by  the  chattel  mortgages,  and  that  de- 
fendants were  not  damaged  or  injured  in  any  manner  by 
reason  of  the  affidavit  not  being  filed  within  the  time  re- 
quired by  said  chapter;  that  the  real-estate  security  of  the 
plaintiff  is  in  no  wise  affected  by  the  provisions  of  ch.  122, 
Laws  of  1903 ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  for 
the  amount  due  on  the  notes,  and  to  foreclosure  of  the  real- 
estate  mortgages  and  sale  of  the  property  covered  thereby. 

The  only  question  involved  upon  this  appeal  is  whether 
the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  file  the  affidavit  as  required 
by  ch.  122,  Laws  of  1903,  forfeited  the  debt  The  $900 
note  and  mortgage  were  executed  before  the  passage  of  the 
law  in  question,  hence  are  not  affected  by  it.  Ch.  122,  Laws 
of  1903,  does  not  affect  the  remedy  merely,  but  the  right; 
therefore  cannot  apply  to  mortgages  antedating  its  enact- 
ment. Eau  KJlaire  Nat.  Bank  v.  Macavley,  101  Wis.  304, 
77  K  W.  176 ;  Penimnlar  L.  &  C.  Works  v.  Union  0.  &  P. 
<Jo.  100  Wis.  488,  76  K  W.  359 ;  BeJckedal  v.  Johnson,  127 
Wis.  624,  107  N.  W.  5.  The  question,  therefore,  arises 
whether  the  failure  to  file  the  affidavit  within  ten  days  for- 
feited the  debt  evidenced  by  the  note  set  forth  in  the  second 
cause  of  action.  The  statute  under  consideration  is  not 
only  highly  penal,  but  drastic  in  its  character.  It  provides 
that  whenever  any  property  covered  by  a  chattel  mortgage 
shall  be  taken  and  sold  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  mort- 
gage, pursuant  to  the  power  of  sale  contained  therein,  the 
owner  shall,  within  ten  days  after  the  sale,  make  and  file  an 
affidavit  as  required  by  such  statute ;  and  further  provides : 

"Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be 
liable  to  the  person  personally  liable  for  the  indebtedness, 
in  which  case  such  person  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  in  ad- 
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dition  to  his  actual  damages  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars 
liquidated  damages.  In  case  of  the  failure  of  the  owner  of 
any  such  mortgage,  or  his  agent  conducting  such  sale,  to  com- 
ply with  the  provisions  of  this  act  within  the-  time  herein 
limited,  the  debt  secured  by  such  mortgage  shall  be  deemed 
fully  satisfied  and  the  mortgage  canceled.'^ 

It  is  well  settled  that  such  statutes  should  receive  strict 
construction  in  order  to  avoid  forfeiture,  if  such  can  be  done 
without  doing  violence  to  the  language  of  the  statute.  Cohn 
V,  Neeves,  40  Wis.  393 ;  Wright  v.  E.  E.  Bolles  W.  W.  Co. 
50  Wis.  167,  6  N.  W\  508;  Schumacher  v.  Falter,  113  Wis. 
563,  89  IST.  W.  485;  Johnson  v.  Ruber,  117  Wis.  58,  93  K 
W.  826.  In  Wright  v.  E.  E.  Bolles  W.  W.  Co.  50  Wis. 
167,  170,  6  N.  W.  510,  this  court  said: 

"The  statute  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penal  one.  Its  applica- 
tion to  this  case  would  increase  the  damages  tenfold.  It  is 
confined  in  its  operation  to  a  single  class  of  trespassers,  and 
establishes  a  rule  of  damages  therefor  which  may,  and  often 
does,  give  the  injured  party  much  more  than  actual  compen- 
sation for  the  injury  he  has  suffered,  and  much  more  than  he 
could  recover  for  a  trespass  upon  other  property,  equally 
injurious  to  him  and  committed  under  the  same  circum- 
stances. By  all  sound  rules  of  construction  such  a  statute 
should  be  interpreted  with  reasonable  strictness,  and  its  pen- 
alties should  be  inflicted  only  in  cases  clearly  within  it." 

Penal  statutes  have  been  construed  contrary  to  the  letter 
where  the  legislative  intent  is  manifestly  against  the  letter^ 
on  the  ground  that  general  terms  in  a  statute  should  be  so 
limited  in  their  application  as  not  to  lead  to  injustice  or 
oppression.  U.  S.  v.  Kirhy,  7  Wall.  482.  Viewed  in  the 
light  of  the  well-established  rule  to  be  applied  to  penal  stat- 
utes, we  are  satisfied  that  the  findings  in  this  case  do  not 
warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  respondent's  claim  against 
the  appellants  was  forfeited  by  failure  to  comply  with 
ch.  122,  Laws  of  1903.  The  forfeiture  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute  is  occasioned  when  the  property  "shall  be  taken  and 
sold  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  mortgage  pursuant  to  the 
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power  of  sale  contained  therein."  The  court  below  found 
that  the  apj)ellants  voluntarily  delivered  to  the  respondent's 
agent  the  property  covered  by  the  chattel  mortgage. 

Under  the  language  of  this  penal  statute  we  think  that  the 
voluntary  surrender  of  the  property  by  the  appellants  and 
acceptance  by  respondent  was  not  a  taking  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  It  seems  quite  clear  that  the  taking  con- 
templated by  this  statute  is  a  taking  in  invitum  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  power  to  take  and  reduce  to  possession  as 
given  in  the  mortgage.  The  taking  and  sale  under  the  mort- 
gage within  this  statute  means  a  hostile  taking  by  virtue  of 
the  right  to  dispossess  the  mortgagor  of  his  possession  and 
property  under  the  power  given  in  the  mortgage.  The  stat- 
ute, we  think,  is  capable  of  this  construction  without  doing 
violence  to  its  language,  and  in  view  of  its  highly  penal 
character  it  should  receive  such  construction.  We  cannot 
think  that  the  legislature  intended  so  drastic  a  remedy  should 
be  enforced  under  the  circumstances  established  by  the  rec- 
ord in  this  case.  The  findings  of  the  court  below  support 
the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  forfeiture,  and  therefore 
the  judgment  must  be  aflBrmed. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 


In  be  Danoy  Drainage  Disteiot. 

May  10— June  21,  1906. 

Drainage  districts:  Refusal  to  confirm  report:  Appealable  order: 
Powers  of  commissioners:  Destruction  or  impairment  of  navi- 
gable waters:  Who  may  object, 

L  In  proceedings  for  the  organization  of  a  drainage  district  the 
court,  under  sec.  1379 — 18,  Stats.  1898,  as  amended  by  ch.  43, 
Laws  of  1901,  refused  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  commission- 
ers and  condemned  the  drainage  system  proposed  by  them  on 
Vol.  129  —  9 
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the  ground  that  it  would  Impair  the  navigability  of  a  river  and 
destroy  a  lake,  but  refused  to  dismiss  the  proceedings,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  not  shown  that  there  was  no  other  way,  not 
open  to  such  objections,  of  effecting  the  drainage  in  question. 
Held,  that  the  order  was  "a  final  order  affecting  a  substantial 
right,"  and  therefore  appealable  under  subd.  2,  sea  3069,  Stats. 
1898.    Dodge  and  Winslow,  JJ.,  dissent 

2.  Sees.  1379—11  to  1379—31,  Stats.  1898,  relating  to  the  organiza- 

tion and  powers  of  drainage  districts,  do  not  authorize  the  de- 
struction of  a  navigable  lake  or  the  impairment  of  the  naviga- 
bility of  a  river. 

3.  Remonstrants  against  the  work  proposed  by  the  commissioners, 

under  said  statutes,  may  make  the  objection  that  such  work  will 
impair  the  navigability  of  a  river  or  destroy  a  lake. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Marathon 
county:  W.  C.  Silvebtiioen,  Circuit  Judge,    Affirmed, 

It  appears  from  the  record  and  is  undisputed  that  the  adult 
owners  of  a  large  portion  of  the  premises  in  controversy  filed 
their  petition  for  the  organization  of  the  "Dancy  Drainage 
District"  upon  about  35,000  acres  of  land  in  the  counties  of 
Wood,  Marathon,  and  Portage,  constituting  a  large  marsh 
through  which  the  Little  Eau  Pleine  river,  a  navigable  stream 
rising  near  the  boxmdary  line  between  Clark  and  Marathon 
counties,  nms  in  a  southeasterly  direction,  emptying  into  the 
Wisconsin  river  a  short  distance  beyond  the  territory  de- 
scribed. After  due  service  and  publication,  certain  residents 
appeared  to  contest  the  same,  and  by  due  proceedings  the 
court  found  in  effect:  (1)  That  the  petition  has  been  signed 
by  a  majority  of  the  owners  of  land  within  said  proposed  dis- 
trict who  are  of  lawful  age  and  who  represent  one  third  in 
area  of  the  lands  proposed  to  be  affected  by  said  work,  and 
also  contains  the  signatures  of  the  owners  of  more  than  one 
half  of  said  lands;  (2)  that  the  proposed  drain  is  necessary 
and  wiU  be  useful  for  the  drainage  of  the  lands  proposed  to 
be  drained  thereby;  (3)  that  both  the  public  health  and  the 
public  welfare  will  be  promoted  by  the  construction  of  said 
drain.    The  court  thereupon  and  on  February  19,  1904,  ap- 
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pointed  three  commissioners,  one  from  each  county,  each  of 
whom  was  a  landowner  in  said  district  Said  commissioners 
duly  qualified,  and  on  July  19,  1904,  duly  filed  their  report, 
finding  the  probable  cost  of  the  work  with  incidental  expenses 
to  be  $161,274.91,  and  the  probable  cost  of  keeping  the  drain 
in  repair  two  per  cent  thereof,  and  the  probable  benefits  to 
be  derived  therefrom  $600,508.81,  making  the  cost  less  than 
one  third  of  such  benefits.  The  report  revises  the  boundaries 
according  to  the  information  obtained  from  their  survey,  and 
assessed  the  benefits  upon  the  lands  included,  and  also  as- 
sessed damages  to  a  sawmill  property,  whose  dam  would  have 
to  be  removed,  at  $5,000,  and  assessed  benefits  to  the  munici- 
palities to  be  benefited  thereby  and  also  benefits  to  the  rail- 
way company,  and  further  reported  that  no  lands  outside  of 
the  district  would  be  damaged,  and  none  within  the  district 
other  than  those  specified. 

Upon  such  report  due  service  was  made  of  a  notice  of  mo- 
tion returnable  August  20,  1904,  for  the  confirmation  there- 
of and  organization  of  the  district  At  such  date  certain  per- 
sons interested  filed  protests  against  the  organization  of  the 
district,  assigning  as  grounds  therefor  that  the  petitioners  did 
not  constitute  the  requisite  number  of  owners ;  that  some  sig- 
natures were  obtained  by  misrepresentation;  that  the  pro- 
posed work  is  not  feasible  or  necessary  or  useful;  and  that 
the  public  health  and  welfare  wiU  not  be  promoted  thereby. 
Further,  that  the  Little  Eau  Pleine  river,  a  navigable  stream 
used  to  float  and  drive  logs  to  a  sawmill  thereon,  and  a  fresh- 
water lake,  known, as  Rice  Lake,  within, the  limits  thereof, 
will  be  destroyed,  whether  the  outlet  chos^i  should  be  the  one 
here  proposed  or  any  other.  Three  of  the  four  towns  assessed 
for  benefits  protested,  stating,  in  addition  to  the  foregoing 
grounds,  the  claim  that  those  municipalities  would  not  be  ben- 
efited. The  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway  Com- 
pany  protested,  assigning  the  additional  ground  that  it  owns 
a  right  of  way  across  a  portion  of  the  lands  in  the  district  with 
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which  a  drainage  district  has  no  power  to  interfere,  and  that 
the  assessment  against  it  was  also  unauthorized,  and  asks  that 
the  boundary  be  so  modified  as  not  to  interfere  with  its  prop- 
erty and  an  issue  be  framed  as  to  its  damages.  The  Orand 
Rapids  Lumber  Company  also  protested,  assigning,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  foregoing  groimds,  that  the  commissioners  were 
disqualified  for  the  position  because  of  interest;  that  the  cost 
of  the  construction  will  exceed  the  benefits ;  that  the  method 
of  assessment  of  the  benefits  is  arbitrary,  unjust,  and  in- 
equitable. 

The  report  of  the  commissioners  and  the  objections  thereto 
having  come  on  to  be  heard  on  the  day  fixed  for  that  purpose 
by  the  court,  and  the  court  having  fixed  a  time  and  place  for 
the  hearing  and  trial  of  aU  issues  of  law  and  fact  thereby 
raised,  and  after  hearing  all  the  evidence  and  arguments  of 
counsel,  the  court  foimd  as  matters  of  fact,  in  effect:  (1)  That 
each  of  the  commissioners  heretofore  appointed  was  when  ap- 
pointed, and  still  is,  competent  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  and  qualified  to  hold  the  position  of  commissioner. 
(2)  That  each  and  all  of  said  commissioners  in  their  acts  and 
conduct  in  performing  the  duties  of  said  oflSce  have  acted 
fairly,  honestly,  impartially,  and  with  good  judgment  and 
ability,  and  there  is  nothing  in  their  conctuct  or  that  of  any 
of  them  for  criticism.  (3)  That  those  portions  of  the  Little 
Eau  Pleine  river  included  within  the  boundaries  of  the  pro- 
posed drainage  district  constitute  a  navigable  stream  of  the 
state  of  Wisconsin.  (4)  That  the  body  of  water  known  and 
shown  on  the  map  annexed  to  the  commissioners^  report  as 
Rice  Lake  is  a  part  of  said  stream  and  co-existent  with  it 
and  is  a  part  of  the  permanent  inland  waters  of  the  state. 
(6)  That  the  drainage  district  contemplated  by  the  commis- 
sioners' report  will  materially  affect  and  to  some  extent  im- 
pair the  natural  use  of  the  Eau  Pleine  river  for  some  pur- 
poses of  navigation,  to  wit,  the  holding  of  logs  for  manufact- 
uring purposes  within  its  bayous  and  parts  of  the  stream,  the» 
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same  being  one  of  the  navigable  uses  of  the  stream.  While  it 
has  not  been  established  that  such  system  will  seriously  afPect 
the  mere  driving  of  logs  down  the  stream,  it  nevertheless  will 
seriously  afPect  the  floatage  of  logs  within  its  waters  and  the 
holding  of  them  for  the  purposes  of  manufacture,  and  will 
thus  directly  impair  the  navigability  of  the  river  for  some 
lumbering  purposes.  (6)  The  drainage  system  contemplated 
by  the  commissioners'  report  will  destroy  and  wipe  out  of  ex- 
istence the  body  of  water  shown  and  designated  on  the  map  as 
Rice  Lake,  excepting  only  as  the  drainage  channel  through 
the  same  may  still  continue  to  exist  as  a  part  of  the  Little  Eau 
Pleine  river.  (7)  That  because  the  proposed  drainage  sys- 
tem will  thus  impair  the  navigability  of  the  Little  Eau  Pleine 
river  and  remove  the  waters  from  Rice  Lake,  the  power  to  do 
which  does  not  exist  in  the  commissioners  and  is  beyond  the 
power  of  the  court  to  grant  to  them,  therefore  such  proposed 
drainage  system  cannot  be  made  effective  so  as  to  accom- 
plish the  object  sought  and  cannot  be  confirmed  by  the  court 
(8)  That  it  was  not  shown  with  reasonable  certainty  that 
there  is  no  other  way  of  effecting  this  drainage  in  some  man- 
ner not  interfering  with  the  rights  of  navigation  and  com- 
merce on  the  Eau  Pleine  river  and  Rice  Lake,  and  therefore 
the  proceedings  should  not  be  dismissed,  but  the  commission- 
ers retained  in  office  for  consideration  of  the  question  whether 
the  commissioners  shall  amend  or  supplement  their  report  by 
stating  whether  some  other  method  can  be  found  which  will 
result  in  effective  drainage  and  not  be  open  to  the  foregoing 
objections  to  this  proposed  plan. 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  foimd,  in  effect,  that  the 
motion  of  the  petitioners  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  com- 
missioners must  be  denied ;  that  the  motion  of  the  objectors 
to  dismiss  the  entire  proceedings  must  be  denied;  and  that 
the  motion  of  the  objectors  to  dismiss  and  annul  all  acts  and 
proceedings  including  and  subsequent  to  the  order  appointing 
the  commissioners  must  be  denied.    An  order  was  entered  ac- 
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cordingly.  The  commissioners  and  the  petitioners  appeal 
from  that  part  of  the  order  which  refused  to  confirm  the  re- 
port of  the  commissioners. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Oogglns  &  Brazeau 
and  Kreutzer,  Bird  &  Rosenherry,  and  oral  argument  by  B.  R. 
Goggins  and  C.  B.  Bird.  They  contended,  inter  alia,  that  no 
lando^vner  on  the  so-called  Rice  Lake  is  objecting  to  the  work 
on  the  ground  that  the  lake  will  be  destroyed.  Instead,  such 
owners  are  petitioners.  No  riparian  owner  of  the  log-storing 
bayous  of  the  river  is  protesting  against  injury  to  his  prop- 
erty. If  he  were,  his  damage  could  be  compensated.  The 
protestants  simply  assert  the  general  public  interest  in  a  navi- 
gable stream,  but  no  special  injuries  to  any  objector.  It  has 
been  adjudged  in  this  proceeding  that  the  public  welfare  will 
be  promoted,  not  injured,  by  this  drainage.  The  objectors, 
have  no  more  standing  in  court  to  urge  this  objection  than 
has  a  citizen  with  no  special  damage  to  claim  abatement  of  a 
public  nuisance.  Clarh  v.  C.  &  N.  IF.  R,  Co.  70  Wis.  593. 
They  may  complain  to  the  public  authorities  and  seek  leave 
to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  public  to  prevent  this  wiping  out  of 
a  few  bayous  in  a  little  stream  of  log-driving  navigability  in 
a  community  fast  graduating  from  logs  to  farms.  The  public 
officer  will  then  use  his  discretion,  in  view  of  all  the  public 
interests  involved.  Until  this  question  is  raised  in  the  name 
of  the  general  public  it  is  not  before  the  court.  Objectors 
cannot  urge  it  on  their  own  motion.  State  ex  rel,  Att'y  Gen, 
V.  Cunningham,  81  Wis.  440,  487.  But,  if  presented,  is  this 
an  objection  to  this  drainage?  The  court  will  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  general  character  of  this  stream,  the  extent  of 
its  navigability,  etc.  State  v.  Carpenter,  68  Wis.  165,  171 ; 
The  Montello,  11  Wall.  411.  The  only  claim  made  for  it  is 
that  limited  navigability  for  log  driving.  Such  streams  are 
in  a  class  by  themselves,  and,  subject  to  that  right  of  log  driv- 
ing, may  be  dammed  or  otherwise  improved  without  legisla- 
tive authority,  as  generally  navigable  waters  may  not.   Chamr 
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ley  V.  Shavmno  W.  P.  &  R.  I.  Co.  109  Wis.  563,  569 ;  A.  C. 
Conn  Co.  v.  lAttle  Suamico  L.  Mfg.  Co.  74  Wis.  652.  It  is 
not  a  navigable  stream  of  the  United  States.  Morse  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  30  Wis.  496,  505.  But,  if  it  were,  the  United  States 
having  assumed  no  jurisdiction  over  it,  the  control  of  the 
state  is  plenary  and  it  may  change  or  modify  at  will.  Mont- 
gomery V.  Portland,  190  U.  S.  89 ;  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Oconto 
R.  I.  Co.  87  Wis.  134,  151.  Our  constitutional  provision 
(art  IX,  sec  1),  taken  from  art.  IV  of  the  Ordinance  of 
1787,  that  "the  navigable  waters  .  .  .  shall  be  common  high- 
ways, and  forever  free,"  refers  only  to  political  regulations 
and  not  to  physical  disturbances.  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Oconto 
R.  I.  Co.  87  Wis.  134,  152;  /.  8.  Keator  L.  Co.  v.  St.  Croix 
B.  Co.  72  Wis.  62 ;  Willamette  I.  B.  Co.  v.  Batch,  125  U.  S.  1. 
The  state  may,  in  aid  of  navigation,  change,  deepen,  divert, 
or  close  up  navigable  streams  without  making  compensation 
for  property  rights  damaged  thereby.  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Oconto  R.  I.  Co.  87  Wis.  134,  150,  151,  and  cases  cited; 
Green  Bay  &  M.  C.  Co.  v.  Kauhauna  W.  P.  Co.  90  Wis.  370, 
400.  For  a  private  purpose,  it  cannot  do  so  even  with  com- 
pensation. Id.  399.  But  for  a  public  purpose  other  than 
navigation  it  may,  upon  making  compensation.  Donnelly  v. 
Decker,  58  Wis.  461,  465  ;  Smith  v.  Rochester,  92  K  Y.  463 ; 
Gould,  Waters,  §  248.  Since  the  legislature  has  the  power 
to  so  change  streams,  and  has  provided  in  general  terms  for 
these  drainage  projects,  which  in  most  cases  must  change 
some  stream,  it  would  seem  a  necessary  grant  of  power  re- 
suits,  even  if  there  were  no  express  declaration  to  that  effect 
Express  grants,  even  of  limited  power,  do  not  restrict  general 
inherent  authority,  though  not  expressly  granted.  Farmers^ 
&  M.  Bank  v.  D.  &  M.  R.  Co.  17  Wis.  372 ;  State  v.  Wett- 
stein,  64  Wis.  234.  The  court  will  look  to  the  whole  act  and 
its  apparent  purpose  to  determine  the  extent  of  the  power 
given.  Wis.  Ind.  School  v.  Clark  Co.  i03  Wis.  651.  The 
following  cases  are  to  the  effect  that  power  to  drain  streams 
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or  lakes  results  as  an  incident  of  drainage  authority:  Sturm 
V,  Kelly,  120  Mich.  685,  79  N.  W.  930 ;  Hauser  v.  Burhanh, 
117  Mich.  463,  76  K  W.  109  j  Strayer  v.  Taylor,  163  Ind. 
230,  69  N.  E.  145 ;  Dowlan  v.  Sibley  Co.  36  Mmn.  430 ; 
Goodrich  v.  Stangland,  155  Ind.  279,  58  N.  E.  148;  Lnssem 
V.  Sanitary  Dist  192  HI.  404,  61  N.  E.  548. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Brown,  Pradt  & 
Genrich,  Park  &  Carpenter,  and  O.  L.  Williams,  and  oral 
argument  by  L.  0.  Bohmrich  and  Neal  Brown. 

There  was  a  separate  brief  for  tlie  Chicago,  Milwaukee  <& 
St.  Paul  Railway  Company  by  Hurley  &  Jones,  and  oral  ar- 
gument by  ilf .  A.  Hurley. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  1.  The  appealability  of  the  portion  of 
the  order  in  question  is  not  challenged  nor  mentioned  in  the 
briefs  of  counsel.  It  was  suggested  on  the  argument,  but 
cbunsel  for  the  respondents  requested  a  decision  upon  the 
merits.  Such  suggestion  was  in  consequence  of  the  discussion 
in  another  case  decided  herewith.  In  re  Horicon  Drainage 
Dist.,  ante,  p.  42,  108  K  W.  198.  That  was  an  appeal 
from  an  order  appointing  commissioners  imder  sec.  1379 — 13, 
Stats.  1898,  as  amended  by  sec.  1,  ch.  43,  Laws  of  1901,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  order  was  not  appealable.  In  writing  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case,  my  brother  Kerwin  has 
given  a  synopsis  of  several  sections  of  the  statutes  for  organiz- 
ing drainage  districts,  as  amended,  and  pointed  out  that  the 
only  authority  therein  given  to  appeal  to  this  court  is  found 
in  sec.  1379 — 18,  Stats.  1898,  as  amended  by  sec  2,  ch.  43, 
Laws  of  1901.  That  section  relates  to  the  action  of  the  court 
on  the  report  of  the  commissioners,  and  gives  the  court  au- 
thority to  require  a  modification  of  the  same  and  to  determine 
all  controversies  in  the  matter,  and  then,  among  other  things, 
declares : 

"If  the  finding  be  against  the  validity  of  the  proceedings 
the  same  shall  be  dismissed  at  the  cost  of  the  petitioners.  If 
the  finding  be  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  proceedings,  the 
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-court,  after  the  report  shall  have  been  modified  to  conform  to 
■the  findings,  or  if  there  be  no  remonstrance,  shall  confirm  the 
same,  and  the  order  of  confirmation  shall  be  final  and  con- 
clusive, the  proposed  work  shall  be  established  and  author- 
ized and  the  proposed  assessments  approved,  subject  to  the 
right  of  appeal  to  the  supreme  court." 

The  court  not  only  refused  to  confirm  the  report,  but  found 
tagainst  the  validity  of  the  proceedings,  so  far  as  they  pur- 
ported to  "destroy  and  wipe  out  of  existence  the  body  of  water 
shown  and  designated  on  the  map  as  Eice  Lake,"  and  in  so 
far  as  the  "proposed  drainage  system"  would  "impair  the  nav- 
igability of  the  Little  Eau  Pleine  river."    The  "drainage  sys- 
tem" reported  by  the  commissioners  included  the  destruction 
of  Rice  Lake  and  its  navigability,  and  also  the  impairment 
of  the  navigability  of  the  river  running  through  the  same. 
Such  "drainage  system"  is  expressly  condemned  by  the  find- 
ings of  the  court,  and  it  is  also  expressly  found  that  "such  pro- 
posed drainage  system  cannot  be  made  effective  so  as  to  ac- 
eomplish  the  object  sought  and  cannot  be  confirmed  by  the 
court."    The  statutes  seem  to  contemplate  that  the  findings  of 
the  court  and  the  order  made  thereon  shall  be  final  and  con- 
clusive, "subject  to  the  right  of  appeal  to"  this  court     True, 
the  court  refused  to  dismiss  the  proceedings,  on  the  express 
,  ground  that  "it  was  not  shown  with  reasonable  certainty  that 
there  is  no  other  way  of  effecting  this  drainage  in  some  man- 
ner not  interfering  with  the  rights  of  navigation  and  com- 
merce on  the  Eau  Pleine  river  and  Eice  Lake."    But  such 
"other  wa/^  would  necessarily  be  a  system  of  drainage  not 
contemplated  in  the  report  of  the  commissioners.    The  order 
of  the  court  is  final  and  conclusive  as  to  the  drainage  system 
so  reported.    It  is  "a  final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right 
made  in  special  proceedings."  Subd.  2,  sec.  3069,  Stats.  1898. 
Such  an  order,  "within  the  meaning  of  this  statute,  is  one 
which  determines  and  disposes  finally  of  the  proceeding — 
one  which,  so  long  as  it  stands,  precludes  any  further  steps 
therein."     Kingston  v.  Kingston,  124  Wis.  263,  264,  102 
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N.  W.  577.  See,  also,  Bryant  v.  Bobbins,  70  Wis.  258,  35 
K  W.  545 ;  8.  C.  74  Wis.  608,  43  N.  W.  507 ;  In  re  Theresa 
Drainage  Dist.  90  Wis.  301,  63  N.  W.  288 ;  Stone  v.  Little 
Yellow  Drainage  Dist.  118  Wis.  388,  95  K  W.-405.  We 
must  hold  that  the  order  is  appealable. 

2.  The  important  question  presented  is  whether  the  trial 
court  was  justified  in  holding  that  the  commissioners,  by  the 
"drainage  system"  so  reported,  had  no  power  to  "destroy  and 
wipe  out  of  existence  the  body  of  water  shown  and  designated 
on  the  map  as  Rice  Lake,"  nor  to  "impair  the  navigability  of 
the  Little  Eau  Pleine  river,"  and  that  it  was  "beyond  the 
power  of  the  court  to  grant  to"  such  commissioners  any  such 
power.  Certainly,  the  statutes  providing  for  the  "organiza- 
tion and  powers  of  drainage  districts"  do  not  in  terms  give 
any  such  power.  Sees.  1379 — 11  to  1379 — 31,  Stats.  1898,. 
as  amended.  The  broadest  power  given  to  the  commissioners 
by  these  sections  is  to  "do  any  and  all  necessary  acts  in  and 
about  the  surveying,  laying  out,  constructing,  repairing,  alter- 
ing, enlarging,  cleaning,  protecting  and  maintaining  any 
drain,  ditch,  levee  or  other  work  for  which  they  shall  have 
been  appointed,  including  all  necessary  bridges,  crossings,  em- 
bankments, protections,  dams  and  lateral  drains,  clearing  out 
and  removing  obstructions  from  natural  or  artificial  channels 
or  streams  within  or  beyond  the  limits  of  the  drainage  dis- 
trict, procuring,  purchasing  or  condemning,  under  proceed- 
ings similar  to  the  proceedings  had  on  the  award  of  damages 
hereunder,  riparian  rights,  rights  of  flowage  and  water  powers,, 
and  may  use  any  moneys  in  their  hands  arising  from  assess- 
ments for  that  purpose."  Sec.  1379—22,  Stats.  1898.  One 
of  these  sections  declares  that  the  provisions  of  the  preceding 
"sections  shall  be  liberally  construed  to  promote  the  public 
health  or  welfare  by  reclaiming  wet  and  overflowed  lands, 
building  embankments  or  levees  and  the  preservation  of  any 
system  of  drainage  .  .  .  constructed  according  to  law."  Sec. 
1379 — 31,  Stats.  1898.     But  there  is  no  mention  nor  refer- 
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ence  in  any  of  those  sections  to  the  destruction  of  any  lake 
or  river,  nor  to  the  impairment  of  the  navigation  of  any  lake 
or  river — ^much  less  a  meandered  lake  or  river.  As  indicated 
in  numerous  adjudications  of  this  court,  some  of  which  are 
cited  by  counsel  for  the  petitioners,  the  legislature,  in  aid  of 
navigation,  has  power  to  authorize  the  deepening  and  widen- 
ing of  channels,  the  building  of  flooding  dams,  and  other 
structures.  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Oconto  River  Imp.  Co.  87 
Wis.  134,  150,  151,  58  ^.  W.  257,  and  cases  there  cited.  To 
authorize  structures  in  aid  of  navigation  is  a  very  different 
thing  than  to  authorize  the  destruction  of  a  navigable  lake  or 
to  impair  the  navigability  of  a  river.  As  indicated,  the  sec- 
tions of  the  statutes  cited  do  not  in  terras  authorize  such  de- 
struction or  impairment  On  the  contrary,  another  section 
of  the  statutes  expressly  declares : 

"All  lakes  wholly  or  partly  within  this  state  which  have 
been  meandered  and  returned  as  navigable  by  the  surveyors 
employed  by  the  government  of  tlie  United  States  or  which 
have  been  so  meandered  and  are  navigable  in  fact  are  hereby 
declared  to  be  navigable  and  public  waters,  and  all  persons 
shall  have  the  right  to  pass  to  and  fro,  be  and  remain  thereon 
and  have  and  enjoy  all  other  rights  and  privileges  thereon  and 
thereto  to  the  same  extent  and  with  the  like  effect  as  in,  to, 
over  and  upon  any  other  navigable  or  public  waters.**  Sec. 
1607a,  Stats.  1898. 

It  is  undisputed  that  Rice  Lake  is  a  meandered  body  of 
water  and  navigable  in  fact,  and  it  is  also  undisputed  that  the 
Little  Eau  Pleine  river  is  a  navigable  stream,  which  has  been 
used  for  driving  and  rafting  logs  for  many  years,  and  that  the 
lake  is  an  enlargement  of  the  river,  and  that  in  and  upon  both 
the  river  and  the  lake  fish  and  game  abound.  This  court  has 
repeatedly  held  that  the  title  to  the  bed  of  a  meandered  lake 
navigable  in  fact  "is  in  the  state  in  trust  for  legitimate  public 
uses,  such  as  fishing,  navigation,  and  the  like  ;'*  and  that  "the 
state  cannot  convey  it  away  for  private  uses,  nor  can  it  abdi- 
cate the  trust."    Atfy  Gen.  ex  rel.  Aslcew  v.  Smith,  109  Wi-v 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


140  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [June 

In  re  Dancy  Drainage  District,  129  Wis.  129. 

532,  539,  85  K  W.  512,  and  cases  there  cited.  In  one  of  the 
cases  cited  it  was  held,  on  the  last  appeal  to  this  court : 

"It  is  the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  preserve  for  the  benefit 
of  all  the  people  of  the  state,  forever,  the  enjoyment  of  the 
navigable  waters  within  its  boundaries.  The  navigable  waters 
of  the  state  belong  to  the  state,  and  the  lands  under  them,  in 
all  situations,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  preserve  inviolate 
the  common  right  to  enjoy  those  incidents  which  are  not  the 
subject  of  private  ownership  in  navigable  waters  at  common 
law."  Priewe  v.  Wis.  Slate  L.  &  I,  Co.  93  Wis.  534,  67 
N.  W.  918 ;  S.  C.  103  Wis.  537,  549,  550,  79  N.  W.  780. 
See,  also,  Rossmiller  v.  State,  114  Wis.  169,  186,^  187,  89 
N.  W.  839. 

The  statutes  and  adjudications  cited  certainly  justified  the 
trial  court  in  refusing  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  commis- 
sioners. Counsel  claim  that  the  respondents  have  no  such  spe- 
cial interest  in  the  lake  or  river  as  to  authorize  them  to  make 
the  objection.  They  are  certainly  parties,  and  necessary  par- 
ties, to  the  proceedings.  The  petitioners  and  commissioners 
have  the  aflSrmative  and  are  seeking  to  invade  the  rights  in- 
trusted to  the  state.  The  respondents  have  as  much  right  to 
object  as  they  have  to  proceed.     This  court  has  held : 

"An  attempt  by  any  person  or  corporation  to  violate  public 
rights  in  the  navigable  waters  of  the  state,  to  the  special  in- 
jury of  a  particular  person,  may  be  restrained  by  a  private 
action."  Priewe  v.  Wis,  State  L.  &  I.  Co.  103  Wis.  537,  79 
N.  W.  780. 

So  it  has  held : 

"A  wrongful  invasion  of  the  right  to  use  land  for  fishing 
and  hunting  is  actionable,  regardless  of  the  amount  of  the 
damages  caused  by  such  invasion.  Every  wrongful  intrusion 
by  one  person  upon  the  legal  rights  of  another  is  both  an  in- 
jury and  a  da;mage  and  is  a  proper  subject  for  legal  redress." 
Diana  8.  Club  v.  Lamoreux,  114  Wis.  44,  45,  89  X.  W.  880. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record  of  which  the  appellants  can 
rightfully  complain. 

By  the  Court. — The  portion  of  the  order  of  the  circuit  court 
appealed  from  is  affirmed. 
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Dodge,  J.  (dissenting),  I  am  constrained  to  dissent  from 
the  judgment  of  aflSrmance  in  this  proceeding,  because  it  is 
obvious  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  by  appeal  to  review 
the  order  entered  in  the  court  below.  The  right  of  appeal 
essential  to  give  us  jurisdiction  in  such  matters  is  purely 
statutory.  Maxon  v.  Gates,  118  Wis.  238,  95  X.  W.  92.  The 
only  appeal  authorized  is,  generally,  in  special  proceedings, 
by  subd.  2,  sec.  3069,  Stats.  1898,  from  "a  final  order  affect- 
ing a  substantial  right  made  in  special  proceedings."  I  have 
no  doubt  whatever  that  upon  the  coming  in  of  the  commis- 
sioners' report  in  a  drainage  proceeding,  under  sec.  1379 — 11 
to  sec.  1379 — 18,  Stats.  1898,  if  an  order  is  made  either  con- 
firming the  report  and  establishing  the  drainage  district  or 
dismissing  the  proceeding,  such  order  is  final  and  affects  a  sub- 
stantial right.  In  the  language  of  Kingston  v.  Kingston,  124 
Wis.  263,  102  :N'.  W.  577,  it  "determines  and  disposes  finally 
of  the  proceeding — one  which,  so  long  as  it  stands,  precludes 
any  further  steps  therein."  This  I  understand  to  be  in  ac- 
cord with  the  view  taken  in  In  re  Horicon  Drainage  Dist., 
ante,  p.  42,  108  K  W.  198.  The  diiBculty  is,  however,  that 
the  present  order  does  neither.  It  refuses  to  confirm  the  re- 
port, and  therefore  the  drainage  district  is  not  yet  established ; 
but  it  also  refuses  to  dismiss  the  proceedings,  upon  the  ground^ 
as  stated  by  the  court,  that  he  is  not  convinced  that  some  modi- 
fication of  the  plan  reported  by  the  commissioners  is  not  pos- 
sible so  as  to  obviate  the  objections  he  now  finds  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  drainage  district  in  general  pursuance  of  the 
policy  of  the  petition  filed.  The  statute  (sec.  1379 — 18) 
seems  to  contemplate  that  such  a  situation  may  arise,  and 
then  expressly  authorizes  the  court  to  again  refer  the  matter 
to  the  commissioners,  who  may  modify  their  report  in  any 
respect  This  situation  seems  to  me  identical  with  one  where, 
before  proceeding  to  judgment,  the  court  has  declared  that 
either  the  pleadings  or  the  evidence  will  not  support  a  judg- 
ment in  accordance  with  the  complaint,  but  that,  before  enter- 
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ing  judgment,  the  parties  may  have  opportimity  to  amend  the 
pleadings  or  add  to  the  evidence.  In  such  case,  obviously,  the 
time  of  final  adjudication  would  not  have  arrived.  The  con- 
sideration that  the  reasons  advanced  by  the  court,  when  and 
if  carried  into  final  order,  would  be  conclusive  against  the  pe- 
titioners, has  no  bearing  upon  the  right  of  appeal,  which  is 
given  not  from  the  decision,  but  from  the  final  order.  Nevil 
i\  Clifford,  51  Wis.  483,  8  N.  W.  296 ;  Maynard  v.  Oreen- 
field,  103  Wis.  670,  79  N.  W.  407;  Sutton  v.  C,  Si.  P.,  M. 
&  0.  B.  Co.  114  Wis.  647,  91  N.  W.  121 ;  Land  £  S.  Co.  v. 
South  Milwaukee,  127  Wis.  284,  106  N.  W.  850.  Other 
cases  which  seem  to  me  to  refute  the  appealability  of  this 
order  are:  In  re  Schumaher,  90  Wis.  488,  63  N.  W.  1050; 
Cook  V.  McComb,  91  Wis.  445,  65  N.  W.  181 ;  Johns  v.  N.  W. 
Mut.  B.  Asso.  94  Wis.  431,  69  N.  W.  160.  When  our  man- 
date of  afiirmance  shall  have  gone  down  to  the  trial  court, 
there  will,  to  my  mind,  still  exist  there  a  proceeding  which 
may  go.  on  for  years  and  finally  terminate  in  an  order  either 
establishing  a  drainage  district  in  pursuance  of  the  present 
petition  or  dismissing  the  proceedings,  and  from  which  either 
party  in  interest  will  then  have  a  right  to  appeal. 

A  suggestion  was  made  at  bar  that,  since  an  order  dismiss- 
ing the  proceeding  would  be  appealable,  an  order  refusing  to 
dismiss,  being  the  converse  ruling  of  the  court  upon  the  same 
motion,  ought  to  be.  This  reasoning  has  been  repudiated  in 
many  analogous  cases.  The  order  of  dismissal  terminates  the 
proceeding  and  is  final ;  the  order  refusing  to  dismiss  perpet- 
uates it,  and  is  not  final.  Moyer  v.  Kooniz,  103  Wis.  22,  79 
N.  W.  60;  Wehher  v.  Libhy,  106  Wis.  291,  82  N.  W.  143; 
Benolkin  v.  Guthrie,  111  Wis.  554,  87  N.  W.  466.  Perusal 
of  the  opinion  fails  to  make  entirely  clear  to  my  mind  whether 
the  decision  is  based  upon  want  of  power  in  the  legislature  to 
destroy  a  navigable  body  of  water  when  public  health  or  wel- 
fare demands,  or  merely  upon  absence  of  clear  and  imam- 
biguous  delegation  of  such  power  to  drainage  districts.  I  pre- 
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Slime  the  latter  ground  only  is  intended  to  be  declared,  since 
I  did  not  understand  that  a  majority,  if  any,  of  the  members 
of  the  court  expressed  opinions  in  favor'  of  the  former.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  hold  that  the  legislature  has  not  power  to 
abate  a  public  nuisance,  a  menace  to  public  health,  merely  be- 
cause navigable  or  fishable.  Doubtless  the  purpose  to  delegate 
so  high  a  power  to  any  inferior  tribunal  is  to  be  inferred  only 
from  the  most  unambiguous  expression.  Winchell  v,  Wau- 
hesha,  110  Wis.  101,  108,  85  K  W.  668.  I  agree  fully  that 
the  statute  under  consideration  contains  none  such. 

WiNSLOw,  J.    I  concur  in  the  views  expressed  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Dodge. 


AxjEB,  Appellant,  vs.  Mathews,  Respondent. 

May  11-^une  21,  1906. 

Contracts:  Reformation:  Specific  performance:  Vendor  and  purchaser 

of  land. 

1.  A  contract  will  not  be  reformed  on  the  ground  of  mlBtake  unless 
there  was  some  definite  agreement  which  by  mutual  mistake 
was  omitted  from  or  wrongfully  stated  In  the  written  contract 

"2.  To  be  specifically  enforced,  a  contract  must  be  definite  and  cer- 
tain in  its  terms,  or  capable  of  being  made  definite  by  the  aid 
of  legal  presumptions  or  by  evidence  of  contemporaneous  facts 
and  circumstances  which  is  properly  admissible. 

3.  A  contract  to  convey  "forty-seven  descriptions  located  in"  certain 
sections  in  two  certain  towns,  "and  containing  not  less  than 
1,700  and  no  more  than  2,000  acres," — there  being  no  agree- 
ment as  to  what  particular  tracts,  out  of  fifty-seven  descriptions 
considered  by  the  parties,  should  be  conveyed, — ^is  too  indefinite 
to  be  specifically  enforced. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Oneida 
county:  W.  C.  Silveethobn,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 
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For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  8.  8.  Miller,  attor- 
ney, and  Hoytj  Doe,  Umbreit  &  Olwell,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  L.  A.  Olwell. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  wa^  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
E.  D.  Minahan. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  This  is  an  action  in  equity  to  reform  and 
specifically  enforce  a  written  contract  for  the  conveyance  of 
lands.  There  is  very  little  dispute  as  to  the  facts.  Plaintiff 
owned  a  house  and  lot  in  Milwaukee,  and  defendant  owned  a 
quantity  of  cut-over  timber  lands  in  town  39  north  of  range  8 
east,  and  town  39  north  of  range  9  east,  in  Oneida  county. 
October  30,  1902,  they  entered  into  a  written  agreement  by 
which  plaintiff  agreed  to  convey  to  defendant  the  house  and 
lot  and  defendant  agreed  to  convey  to  plaintiff  "forty-seven 
descriptions  located  in  sections  1,  5  [etc.,  enumerating  a  large 
number  of  sections],  in  town  39  north,  range  8  east,  and  in 
section  5,  town  39  north,  range  9  east,  in  Oneida  coimty,  Wis- 
consin, and  containing  not  less  than  1,700  acres  and  no  more 
than  2,000  acres."  The  contract  contained  other  provisions 
as  to  the  valuation  of  the  properties  and  the  terms  of  payment 
of  the  difference  in  value,  not  material  to  the  questions  pre- 
sented here.  It  appears  that  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made  the  defendant  had  furnished  to  the  plaintiff  a  plat  of 
township  39,  range  8,  upon  which  fifty-four  forty-acre  tracts 
or  descriptions  were  marked  with  a  cross,  and  upon  which 
three  descriptions  in  township  39,  range  9,  were  noted  in  writ- 
ing, and  that  Mr.  Mathews  did  not  know  how  many  of  these 
fifty-seven  descriptions  he  could  furnish  good  title  to,  but 
thought  he  could  furnish  good  title  to  1,700  acres  at  least,  and 
at  the  outside  2,000  acres. 

On  account  of  this  uncertainty  as  to  the  descriptions  to 
which  the  defendant  could  furnish  title,  the  contract  was 
drawn  in  the  indefinite  terms  stated.  There  was  no  mistake 
or  error  in  drawing  the  contract.     It  represented  just  what 
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the  parties  orally  agreed,  namely,  that  the  defendant  was  to 
convey  forty-seven  descriptions  in  two  certain  towns.  The 
parties  never  agreed  as  to  which  of  the  fifty-seven  descriptions 
marked  on  the  plat  were  to  he  conveyed  to  make  up  the  forty- 
seven  referred  to  in  the  contract.  From  this  simple  statement 
of  admitted  facts  it  is  plain  there  can  be  neither  reformation 
nor  specific  enforcement  of  the  contract.  In  order  to  reform 
a  contract  there  must  be  proof  that  tliere  was  some  definite 
agreement  which  by  mutual  mistake  was  omitted  from  or 
wrongly  stated  in  the  written  contract  There  was  no  such 
omission  or  erroneous  statement  here.  The  contract  expresses 
just  what  the  parties  agreed  upon.  It  was  indefinite  because 
the  agreement  of  the  parties  was  indefinite.  In  order  to 
specifically  enforce  an  instrument  it  must  be  definite  and  cer- 
tain in  its  terms,  or  capable  of  being  made  definite  by  the 
aid  of  legal  presumptions  or  by  evidence  of  contemporane- 
ous facts  and  circumstances  which  is  properly  admissible. 
Schmeling  v.  Kriesel,  45  Wis.  325;  Singleton  v.  Hill,  91 
Wis.  51,  64  N.  W.  588 ;  Combs  v.  Scott,  76  Wis.  662,  45 
N.  W.  532;  Park  v.  M„  St.  P.  &  S.  8.  M.  R.  Co.  114  Wis. 
347,  89  N.  W.  532 ;  Buck  v.  Pond,  126  Wis.  382, 105  K  W. 
909.  Here  there  was  no  agreement  ever  made  as  to  what  par- 
ticular lands  were  to  be  conveyed.  No  specific  tract  can  be 
identified  as  one  of  the  forty-seven  tracts  referred  to  in  the 
agreement,  because  no  specific  tracts  were  ever  in  fact  agreed 
upon. 

These  were  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  trial  court,  and 
the  complaint  was  properly  dismissed. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
Vol.129— 10 
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Johnson,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in 

error. 

May  11-^une  21,  1906. 

Criminal  law:  Homicide:  Murder  in  second  degree:  Evidence:  Res 
gestsB:  Statements  of  defendant:  Reputation  for  truth  and  verac- 
ity: Manslaughter:  ^^Involuntary  killing:**  **Heat  of  passion:** 
Instructions  to  jury, 

1.  Evidence  tending  to  show,  among  other  things,  that  after  an  al- 

tercation with  the  deceased  in  a  saloon,  during  which  the  lie 
was  passed,  defendant  left  the  room  in  anger  and  quickly  re- 
turned with  a  revolyer,  with  which  during  a  struggle  with  the 
deceased,  who  was  trying  to  prevent  him  from  using  it,  he  shot 
the  deceased  three  times,  is  held  sufficient  to  sustain  a  convic- 
tion of  murder  in  the  second  degree  imder  sec.  4339,  Stats.  1898, 
involving  a  finding  that  the  act  was  one  "evincing  a  depraved 
mind,  regardless  of  human  life." 

2.  The  decision  of  the  trial  court  as  to  whether  matter  is  admissi- 

ble in  evidence  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm  is  to  be  treated  as 
correct  unless  manifestly  wrong. 

3.  To  be  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestw,  a  statement  of  the  ac- 

cused must  have  been  an  undesigned  incident  of  the  act  in 
question,  so  near  to  and  so  connected  with  that  act  as  to  indi- 
cate its  character. 

4.  After  shooting  a  man  during  a  struggle  In  a  saloon,  defendant 

telephoned  for  a  doctor  and  thereafter  remained  for  a  time 
in  the  saloon.  He  then  went  to  his  room  in  the  same  building, 
and  in  a  few  moments  left  the  building  to  go  to  the  police  sta- 
tion to  give  himself  up.  After  walking  about  a  third  of  a  mile 
he  boarded  a  street  car,  told  where  he  wished  to  go,  and  made 
statements  to  the  motorman  as  to  what  had  occurred.  Held, 
that  the  trial  court  properly  excluded  such  statements  as  not 
being  part  of  the  res  gestw. 

5.  Evidence  that  defendant  in  a  criminal  case  was  reputed  to  be  a 

man  of  truth  and  veracity  was  properly  excluded,  where  no  at- 
tack had  been  made  upon  his  reputation  in  that  regard. 
C.  The  wilful  shooting  of  a  person  with  fatal  effect,  though  done  in 
the  heat  of  passion  and  without  design  to  effect  death,  cannot 
be  deemed  an  "involuntary  killing"  within  the  meaning  of  sec 
4362,  Stats.  1898,  defining  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree. 
The  term  involuntary  signifies  inadvertence.  Sohlect  v,  Btate, 
76  Wis.  486,  criticised. 
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7.  The  term  "heat  of  passion/'  as  used  in  the  statutes  relating  to 
criminal  homicide,  means  such  mental  disturbance,  caused  by 
reasonable,  adequate  provocation,  as  would -ordinarily  so  over- 
come and  dominate,  or  suspend  the  exercise  of,  the  judgment 
of  an  ordinary  man  as  to  render  his  mind  for  the  time  being 
deaf  to  the  voice  of  reason,  make  him  incapable  of  forming  and 
executing  that  distinct  intent  to  kill  which  is  essential  to  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  and  cause  him,  uncontrollably,  to  act 
from  the  impelling  force  of  the  disturbing  cause,  rather  than 
from  any  real  wickedness  of  heart  or  cruelty  or  recklessness  of 
disposition.  It  is  not  inconsistent  with  intelligent  action,  with 
consciousness  of  what  one  is  doing  and  of  the  responsibilities 
therefor.  An  instruction  that  heat  of  passion  means  "such  pas- 
sion as  amounts  to  a  temporary  dethronement  of  the  reason  and 
rendering  the  slayer  incapable  of  forming  a  deliberate,  premedi- 
tated design  to  kill,"  etc.,  was  therefore  erroneous.  Hempton 
V.  State,  111  Wis.  127,  explained. 

Ereob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  municipal  court  of  Mil- 
waukee county :  A.  C.  Bbazee,  Judge.    Reversed, 

The  accused,  John  S.  Johnson,  was  charged  with  the  high- 
est degree  of  criminal  homicide.  He  was  in  due  form  found 
guilty  by  the  jury  of  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  second  de- 
gree, and  was  thereupon  sentenced  to  be  punished  by  confine- 
ment at  hard  labor  in  the  state  prison  at  Waupim,  Wisconsin, 
for  the  period  of  fourteen  years,  suitable  provision  according 
to  law  being  made  for  solitary  confinement.  He  was  com- 
mitted accordingly  and  was  at  the  time  of  suing  out  the  writ, 
and  still  is,  serving  his  time.  The  facts  of  the  case  and  the 
points  suggested  for  consideration  upon  the  review  will  be  re- 
served for  the  opinion. 

For  the  plaintiff  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  W.  E.  <&  F.  P. 
Burke  and  John  M.  Clarke,  and  oral  argument  by  W.  E. 
Burhe. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
ney General  and  A.  C.  Titus,  assistant  attorney  general,  and 
oral  argument  by  Mr.  Titus. 

Mabshaix,  J.  On  the  10th  day  of  August,  1904,  the  ac- 
cused resided  at  a  boarding  house  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee 
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in  which  there  was  a  saloon.  He  owned  a  revolver  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  keeper  of  the  house.  He  procured  it  some 
time  prior  to  his  residence  in  Milwaukee  and  while  he  was 
temporarily  staying  in  Chicago,  and  carried  the  same  in  the 
latter  place  by  permission  of  the  police  because,  as  he  claimed, 
he  had  been  threatened  with  and  feared  personal  violence  by 
members  of  a  labor  organization  who  conceived  his  business 
methods  to  be  antagonistic  to  their  interests.  His  residence 
in  Milwaukee  was  of  a  temporary  character  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  introducing  there  a  patented  device  of  which  he  was 
the  inventor.  He  had  been  there  about  one  month  when  the 
event  causing  his  conviction  occurred.  About  10  o'clock  on 
the  evening  of  August  10th  aforesaid  he  and  others  were  in 
the  saloon  part  of  the  boarding  house  engaged  in  the  pastime 
of  drinking,  deciding  in  advance  by  shaking  dice  who  should 
pay  the  bills.  He  was  substantially  a  stranger  to  his  asso- 
ciates. He  claimed  later  that  he  supposed  they  were  members 
of  the  class  by  whom  he  had  been  threatened  in  Chicago. 
After  several  roimds  of  shaking  dice  and  drinking,  Patrick 
Doyle  and  the  accused  being  contestants  on  several  of  the  oc- 
casions, they  shook  again  and  got  into  an  altercation  as  to  the  - 
result,  ending  with  passing  the  lie  between  them  and  the  ac- 
cused leaving  the  room  hurriedly  and  in  anger.  There  was 
evidence  tending  to  prove  this.  When  the  accused  so  left  the 
room  he  used  expressions  indicating  a  purpose  to  return  better 
prepared  for  attack  or  defense  and  to  vindicate  his  position 
by  force.  He  was  heard  to  go  rapidly  through  the  dining 
room,  into  the  hall  leading  to  the  stairs,  along  such  hall  to  and 
up  the  stairs,  then  down  the  upper  hall  to  his  room,  and  to 
immediately  retrace  his  steps  to  the  saloon.  During  the  short 
time  of  his  absence  one  of  the  saloon  attendants  who  knew  of 
his  having  the  revolver  requested  Doyle  to  leave  the  place  so 
as  to  avoid  the  threatened  trouble,  which  he  declined  to  do. 
As  the  accused  re-entered  the  saloon  room  Doyle  started  to- 
wards him  with  his  left  hand  raised  in  an  attitude  and  man- 
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ner  suggesting  intention  to  explain.  Johnson  immediately 
reached  for  his  revolver,  which  was  in  his  pocket.  Seeing  the 
movement  and  the  weapon  draAvn  and  raised  Doyle  moved 
quickly  forward  toward  Johnson,  endeavoring  to  lay  hold  of 
him  so  as  to  prevent  his  using  the  weapon.  Shooting  imme- 
diately commenced.  Several  shots  were  fired  within  a  short 
interval  of  time  during  which,  except  possibly  at  the  instant 
of  the  first  shot,  the  parties  had  hold  of  each  other  and  were 
down  or  partially  down  on  the  floor.  At  last  two  shots  were 
fired  in  rapid  succession,  when  Doyle  made  some  expression 
indicating  a  wish  to  cease  the  struggle,  when  the  two  sepa- 
rated. In  a  few  moments  Doyle  was  dead.  As  soon  as  the 
separation  occurred  a  call  for  a  doctor  for  the  wounded  man 
was  suggested,  and  thereupon  the  accused  volunteered  to  do 
that,  which  he  did,  being  under  such  excitement  that  it  was 
with  some  difficulty  he  made  himself  understood  by  the  one 
called.  Shortly  after  such  calling,  the  accused  went  to  his 
room.  A  few  moments  thereafter  he  left  the  place  by  the  side 
door,  for  the  purpose  of  going  to  the  police  station  and  giving 
himself  up.  He  walked  the  distance  of  some  five  blocks  and 
then  boarded  a  street  car.  Soon  thereafter  he  made  state- 
ments to  the  motorman  as  to  what  had  occurred  and  the  cir- 
cumstances thereof  and  said  that  he  wanted  to  ride  to  the 
police  station.  He  claimed  on  the  trial  that  he  procured  his 
revolver  merely  to  protect  himself  from  supposed  impending 
danger ;  that  his  purpose  in  returning  to  the  saloon  room  was 
to  treat  the  crowd  and  settle  the  existing  difficulty  that  way ; 
that  before  there  was  opportunity  for  him  to  carry  out  such 
purpose  he  was  attacked  by  Doyle ;  that  he  fired  the  first  shot 
through  the  window,  being  careful  to  see  that  no  one  was  in 
the  path  of  the  bullet,  and  for  the  purpose  of  scaring  Doyle ; 
that  the  latter  as  he  rushed  toward  the  accused  attempted  to 
strike  him  with  a  beer  bottle ;  that  the  deceased  choked  the  ac- 
cused, grasping  him  from  behind,  at  the  same  time  endeavor- 
ing to  get  hold  of  the  revolver  and  turn  it  against  the  body  of 
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the  accused  and  discharge  it;  that  the  latter  succeeded  in 
working  the  weapon  up  over  his  shoulder  and  toward  Doyle 
and  then  fired ;  that  Doyle  continued  to  choke  the  accused  so 
he  could  not  speak,  in  the  meantime  getting  upon  his  shoul- 
ders, the  accused  being  upon  his  knees,  when  he  fired  two  shots 
backward;  that  Doyle  then  signified. enough  and  the  separa- 
tion occurred ;  that  the  reason  the  accused  armed  himself  and 
used  his  weapon  was  that  he  believed  his  life  was  in  danger. 
There  was  evidence  tending,  strongly,  to  indicate  that  he  had 
no  reasonable  ground  to  fear  Doyle ;  that  he  was  the  real  ag- 
gressor; that  Doyle  was  wholly  unarmed;  that  he  did  not 
strike  the  accused  with  a  beer  bottle  or  attempt  to  do  so  or  to 
strike  him  in  any  other  manner ;  that  all  he  did  was  to  make 
unsuccessful  efforts  to  prevent  the  accused  from  successfully 
using 'the  weapon. 

The  foregoing  sufficiently .  indicates  the  circumstances  of 
this  case  as  the  jury  had  the  right  to  view  them.  We  have  not 
attempted  to  give  the  evidence  in  any  considerable  detail.  It 
will  suffice  for  the  proper  consideration  of  the  questions  pre- 
sented to  show,  as  we  have,  what  the  evidence  tended  to  prove 
and  that  such  tendency,  notwithstanding  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, was  sufficiently  probative  to  justify  the  jury,  reason- 
ably, in  believing  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  such  tend- 
ency pointed  to  the  truth. 

The  first  point  made  on  behalf  of  plaintiff  in  error  is  that 
there  was  no  evidence  warranting  a  conviction  of  the  accused 
of  murder  in  the  second  degree.  The  idea  advanced  is  that 
though  the  homicide  was  accomplished  by  an  act  imminently 
dangerous  to  others,  it  was  not  one  evincing  a  depraved  mind 
regardless  of  hiunan  life,  and  so  did  not  satisfy  all  elements 
suggested  by  the  language : 

''Such  killing,  when  perpetrated  by  any  act  imminently 
dangerous  to  others  and  evincing  a  depraved  mind,  regard- 
less of  human  life,  without  any  premeditated  design  to  effect 
the  death  of  the  person  killed  or  of  any  human  being,  shall 
be  murder  in  the  second  degree."     Sec.  4339,  Stats.  1898. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


21]  JANXJAEY  TERM,  1906.  151 

Johnson  v.  State,  129  Wis.  146. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  merit  in  that  contention. 
The  mere  passing  of  the  lie  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  might  well  have  been  considered  by  the  jury  an  inade- 
quate provocation  for  such  passion  as  to  satisfy  any  of  the 
degrees  of  manslaughter  required  to  be  characterized  by  heat 
of  passion.  They  may  v«rell  have  considered  that  for  a  per- 
son to  angrily  dispute  over  such  a  trifling  matter  as  v^ho  should 
pay  a  paltry  sum  for  the  drinks,  his  adversary  apparently  not 
being  much,  if  any,  his  superior  in  strength  and  ability  to  de- 
fend himself  by  ordinary  means,  and  upon  being  called  a  liar 
to  rush  off  to  his  room,  return  armed  with  a  revolver,  bent  on 
using  it  to  secure  an  apology  or  revenge,  to  draw  it,  and,  while 
his  adversary  was  merely  trying  to  prevent  it  from  being  suc- 
cessfully used,  to  discharge  it  four  times,  sending  three  bul- 
lets into  the  body  of  his  victim  with  fatal  effect,  very  clearly 
evinced  a  depraved  mind,  regardless  of  human  life.  The 
jury,  having  found  the  accused  guilty  of  an  offense  higher 
than  manslaughter,  must  have  viewed  the  evidence  quite  chari- 
tably in  finding  a  verdict  of  murder  in  the  second  degree  in- 
stead of  murder  in  the  first  degree.  They  were,  it  seems, 
well  warranted  in  believing  that  the  shots  that  took  effect  were 
fired  during  the  struggle  when  the  two  men  were  down,  or 
substantially  so,  on  the  floor;  that  though  the  weapon  was, 
when  discharged,  pointed  at  a  vital  part  of  Doyle's  body,  the 
position  of  the  accused  was  such  that  he  may  not  have  been 
conscious  of  that  precise  fact  and  may  have  fired  thinking 
thereby  more  of-  disabling  Doyle,  yet  regardless  of  conse- 
quences, than  of  taking  hiunan  life.  In  other  words,  that  he 
had  no  specifically  formed  design  to  take  such  life,  but  worked 
the  weapon  as  he  did  moved  by  a  depraved  mind,  regardless 
of  human  life,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  case 
seems  to  present  more  clearly  the  essentials  of  murder  in  the 
second  degree  than  did  Odette  v.  State,  90  Wis.  258,  62  X.  W. 
1054,  or  Flynn  v.  State,  97  Wis.  44,  72  N.  W.  373.  As  said 
in  effect  in  the  latter  case,  the  evidence  was  open,  reasonably. 
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to  the  view  that  the  act  of  the  accused  was  that  of  an  angry 
man,  without  adequate  provocation  to  suggest,  reasonably, 
manslaughter  in  the  third  degree,  evincing  a  depraved  mind, 
regardless  of  human  life,  without  the  formed  design  to  take 
hiiman  life  essential  to  murder  in  the  first  degree. 

Error  is  assigned  because  testimony  was  rejected  as  regards 
what  the  accused  said  about  the  circumstances  of  the  homicide, 
when  he  was  on  the  street  car,  journeying  to  the  police  station 
to  surrender  himself  into  the  custody  of  the  law.  If  the  story 
told  to  the  motorman  was  so  near  to  and  connected  with  the 
transaction  to  which  it  referred  as  to  really  characterize  it, 
then  it  was  within  the  field  of  res  gestce,  and  the  evidence  in 
relation  thereto  should  have  been  admitted.  What  does  and 
what  does  not  form  part  of  the  res  gestw,  as  regards  any  par- 
ticular occurrence,  is  often  .not  clearly  ascertainable.  The 
principle  governing  the  matter  has  definite  boundaries,  but 
whether  any  particular  circumstance  falls  within  such  boun- 
daries, upon  the  matter  in  regard  thereto  being  presented  to  a 
trial  court,  is  a  question  of  competency,  the  decision  of  which 
is  to  be  treated  on  appeal  as  a  verity  unless  manifestly  wrong. 
Emery  v.  State,  101  Wis.  627,  648,  78  N.  W.  145 ;  Hupfer 
V.  Nat.  Dist.  Co.  119  Wis.  417,  96  X.  W.  80^ ;  Eavanaugh 
V.  Wausau,  120  Wis.  611,  98  X.  W.  550. 

Since  a  minor  circumstance  cannot  be  properly  said  to  be  a 
part  of  the  res  gestce  as  to  the  major  matter,  unless  it  is  so 
connected  with  the  latter  as  to  speak  for  itself,  as  it  is  said, 
indicating  the  character  of  the  main  fact,  such  minor  circum- 
stance, in  order  to  fall  within  the  field  of  res  gestce,  must  nec- 
essarily be  undesigned,  and  so  must  have  an  imbroken  causal 
relation  to  the  main  subject  of  inquiry.  At  the  point  where 
that  causal  relation  is  so  interrupted  by  time  or  other  circum- 
stances that  what  lies  further  on  no  longer  appreciably  illus- 
trates the  character  of  the  main  fact,  is  the  boundary  line  be- 
tween what  is  and  what  is  not  res  gestce.  There  is  no  control- 
ling rule  as  to  the  length  of  time  between  the  happening  of  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


t21]  JANUAPwY  TEEM,  1906.  153 

Johnson  v.  State,  129  Wis.  140. 

main  fact  and  that  of  the  minor  incident  claimed  to  character- 
ize the  former,  by  means  of  which  the  validity  of  the  claim  in 
that  regard  can  even  be  established  prima  facie.  The  time 
which  is  sufficient  to  break  the  chain  under  some  circum- 
stances would  not  be  under  others.  Under  some  the  time 
might  be  very  brief  and  under  others  it  might  be  considerable. 
AYhen  the  claimed  evidentiary  circumstance  is  so  far  disasso- 
ciated with  the  main  fact  as  not  to  be  appreciably  considered 
an  incident  of  it,  it  is  mere  hearsay,  not  res  gestce. 

In  this  case  the  accused  did  not  leave  the  scene  of  the  homi- 
•cide  until  some  time  after  it  occurred.  He  took  time  to  sum- 
mon the  doctor.  While  so  doing  he  was  admonished  into  some 
fair  degree  of  coolness  and  quietude  by  the  doctor,  who  was 
imable,  at  first,  by  reason  of  the  excited  state  the  accused  was 
in,  to  understand  what  was  wanted.  Thereafter  the  accused 
remained  in  the  saloon  room  for  a  time  considering  whether 
to,  as  he  said,  wait  until  the  deceased's  pockets  were  examined. 
Then  he  went  to  his  room  sufficiently  composed  to  form,  which 
he  did,  a  deliberate  purpose  to  forestall  being  arrested  on  a 
warrant,  by  going  to  the  police  station  and  surrendering  him- 
self to  the  authorities.  He  then  put  on  his  hat,  passed  down 
the  hallway  to  and  down  the  stairs,  and  out  the  side  door  of 
the  building  into  the  street  He  then  walked  down  the  street 
somewhere  about  one  third  of  a  mile  toward  his  destination, 
when  an  opportunity  presented  itself  for  him  to  continue  his 
journey  on  a  car.  He  concluded  to  improve  it.  After  board- 
ing the  car  he  told  the  motorman  where  he  wanted  to  go  and 
related  that  which  it  was  sought  to  prove  as  res  gestae. 

This  relation  of  the  matter  shows,  it  seems,  without  further 
comment,  that  the  occurrence  on  the  car  was  too  remote  from 
the  homicide  to  be  so  clearly  an  incident  of  it  as  to  preclude 
the  trial  court  from  holding  that  it  was  outside  the  boundaries 
of  res  gestoe.  There  had  been  toc^much  time  for  reflection, 
too  much  time  to  calculate  upon  the  consequences,  and  too 
much  opportimity  and  motive  for  making  up  a  story  with  ref- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


154  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Junk 

Johnson  v.  State,  129  Wis.  146. 

erence  to  the  future,  to  warrant  holding  that  the  statement  on- 
the  car  was  an  imdesigned  incident  of  the  main  fact,  the  homi- 
cide. 

Evidence  was  offered  to  prove  that  the  accused  was  reputed, 
in  his  home  coimtry,  to  be  a  man  of  truth  and  veracity,  and 
the  evidence  was  rejected.  While  the  ruling  on  that  matter  is 
presented  for  review,  counsel  for  the  accused  was  too  candid 
^vith  the  court  to  press  it  with  any  considerable  degree  of  con- 
fidence. It  was  conceded,  as  of  course  the  fact  is,  that  it  is 
quite  elementary  that  a  witness  is  not  to  be  supported  by  proof 
of  his  having  a  good  reputation  for  truth  and  veracity,  till  his 
reputation  in  that  regard  shall  have  been  directly  attacked. 
2  Wigmore,  Evidence,  §  1104;  1  Jones,  Evidence,  §  15  G. 
That  rule  is  the  logical  result  of  the  other  one  that  the  law 
presumes  every  person  to  be  reputed  truthful  till  evidence 
shall  have  been  produced  to  the  contrary,  and  therefore,  for 
one  to  take  the  initiative  in  establishing  that  which  so  needs 
no  support,  other  than  the  legal  presumption,  is  useless. 

The  court  refused  a  request  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  ques- 
tion of  whether,  on  the  evidence,  the  accused  was  guilty  of 
manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree.  That  is  defined  by  sec. 
4362,  Stats.  1898,  thus: 

"The  involuntary  killing  of  another  by  any  weapon  or  by 
any  means,  neither  cruel  nor  imusual,  in  the  heat  of  passion, 
in  any  cases  other  than  such  as  are  herein  declared  to  be  justi- 
fiable or  excusable  homicides,  shall  be  deemed  manslaughter 
in  the  fourth  degree." 

The  idea  suggested  by  counsel  is  that  if  there  was  no  design 
to  effect  the  death  of  Doyle  and  there  was  evidence  of  heat  of 
passion,  as  the  trial  court  held  there  was  by  instructing  the 
jury  on  the  subject  of  murder  in  the  third  degree,  and  the 
homicide  was  caused  by  a  weapon  of  some  sort,  though  with- 
out the  use  of  any  cruel  or  ^nusual  means,  the  offense  is  within 
such  statutory  definition.  That  proceeds  upon  the  theory 
that  an  involuntary  killing  is  s\Tion\Tnous  with  killing  with- 
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out  design  to  effect  death  as  that  term  is  used  in  the  statutory 
definition  of  several  statutory  homicidal  offenses.  Probably 
counsel  was  justified  in  that  view  by  what  was  said  in  Schlect 
V.  State,  75  Wis.  486,  44  N..W.  509. 

The  circumstances  in  the  case  referred  to  were  that  when 
the  accused  and  the  deceased  were  clinched  and  in  an  angry 
struggle,  the  former  drew  a  revolver  and,  holding  it  dose  to 
the  body  of  the  latter  and  pointing  it  at  a  vital  part  thereof, 
but  without  opportunity  for  deliberation,  discharged  it  with 
fatal  effect  A  conviction  of  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  de- 
gree was  sustained,  groimded,  without  good  warrant,  it  seems, 
on  People  v.  Crowe,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  152,  and  Keenan  v.. 
State,  8  Wis.  132.  In  People  v,  Crowe,  supra,  there  is  a 
report  of  a  case  tried  in  the  city  court  of  New  York  presided 
over  by  EDMOin>s,  J.,  who  reported  the  case,  with  two  alder- 
men. Such  report  consists  merely  of  a  statement  of  the  gen- 
eral features  of  the  case,  the  judge's  charge,  and  the  verdict. 
The  facts  in  brief  were  these :  The  deceased  had  been  unjustifi- 
ably interfering  for  some  time  with  the  accused  and  his  prop- 
erty, and  had  been  on  one  occasion  successfully  prosecuted, 
criminally,  therefor.  He  had  subsequently  threatened  to 
visit  the  home  of  the  accused  and  obtain  satisfaction  for  his 
supposed  wrongs.  He  armed  himself  with  a  club  for  that 
purpose  to  the  knowledge  of  the  accused.  On  the  day  of  the 
homicide  the  latter,  believing  an  attempt  to  inflict  personal 
violence  on  him  to  be  impending,  and  on  advice  of  the  chief 
of  police  that  he  had  a  right  to  defend  himself  with  firearms 
if  he  believed  his  life  to  be  in  danger,  obtained  a  gun  with 
which  to  make  such  defense.  Late  in  the  evening  thereafter 
the  deceased  visited  the  home  of  the  accused,  armed  with  his 
club,  and  made  a  vigorous  assault  therewith  on  the  door,  there 
being  a  number  of  people  standing  by.  The  accused  immedi- 
ately responded  by  opening  the  door  and  stepping  outside  the 
house  armed  with  his  loaded  gun.  As  he  did  so,  he  notified 
the  bystanders  to  clear  the  way  as  he  was  going  "to  shoot  the 
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fellow."  The  deceased  retreated  and  the  accused  pursued. 
As  the  former,  still  retreating,  stumbled  in  trying  to  enter  a 
nearby  house  to  escape  his  pursuer,  the  latter  drew  on  him  and 
fired,  killing  him  instantly. 

The  judge  instructed  the  jury  that  if  the  offense  was  not 
murder,  and  was  not  manslaughter  in  the  third  degree  be- 
cause not  characterized  by  heat  of  passion  impelling  the  deed 
and  the  use  of  a  dangerous  weapon,  the  accused  was  guilty 
of  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree.  That  was  merely  the 
opinion  of  the  judge  of  an  inferior  court,  and  very  clearly, 
we  should  say,  not  safe  to  be  followed. 

The  statutory  offense  of  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree 
was,  when  the  trial  above  referred  to  occurred,  the  same  in 
"New  York  as  here.  The  same  is  likewise  true  as  to  man- 
slaughter in  the  third  degree.  The  distinguishing  character- 
istic of  the  former  is  the  element  of  involuntary  killing.  Heat 
of  passion  is  common  to  both  offenses,  and  while  the  use  of  a 
dangerous  weapon  is  essential  in  the  third  degree  it  may  also 
characterize  the  fourth.  So  the  test  given  in  People  v,  Crowe, 
sxipra^  in  view  of  the  facts  to  which  it  was  there  applied, 
should  not  have  found  favor  here.  The  idea  that  one  armed 
with  a  loaded  gun,  proclaiming  to  another  and  bystanders  a 
purpose  to  shoot  such  other,  may  pursue  him,  he  retreating, 
and,  upon  a  favorable  opportunity  presenting  itself,  draw  on 
such  other  and  shoot  him  to  death,  and  the  offense  be  in  any 
reasonable  view  of  the  matter  called  involimtary  homicide, 
manifestly  cannot  be.  The  judge  in  the  Kew  York  case  sim- 
ply did  not  tak€  note  of  the  significance  of  the  term  involun- 
tary in  the  definition  of  the  offense  of  manslaughter  in  the 
fourth  degree. 

As  to  Keenan  v.  State,  8  Wis.  132,  of  which  this  court  was 
made  to  say  in  SMect  v.  State,  75  Wis.  486,  44  l?".  W.  609, 
the  defendant  was  convicted  of  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  de- 
gree, and  the  facts  were  in  many  respects  like  those  in  the 
Scilicet  Case,  the  report  shows  that  there  was  such  similarity 
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of  facts,  but  that  Keenan  was  convicted  of  manslaughter  in 
the  first  degree  instead  of  manslaughter  in  the  fourth.  This 
court  is  made  to  say  that  the  ruling  of  the  circuit  court  that 
the  Keenan  offense  came  within  the  fourth  degree  of  man- 
daughter,  was  approved  here  on  review.  That  clearly  was  a 
mistake.  No  such  question  was  presented  in  the  Keenan 
Case.  The  court  there  dealt  with  manslaughter  in  the  fourth 
degree  only  in  this  wise :  The  trial  court  was  requested  to  in- 
struct the  jury  that  every  involuntary  killing  of  another  by 
any  weapon  in  the  heat  of  paBsion  which  is  not  declared  to 
be  excusable  homicide  is  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree. 
The  request  was  rejected,  because  it  was  not  so  framed  as  to 
exclude  the  element  of  cruel  or  unusual  means.  The  statu- 
tory language  on  the  subject  was  given  to  the  jury  instead  by 
the  trial  judge  and  the  ruling  was  approved. 

It  must  be  observed,  in  order  to  iivoid  error  in  such  cases 
as  this,  that  manslaughter  in  the  third  degree  is  defined  as  the 
killing  of  a  human  being  in  the  heat  of  passion  without  a  de- 
sign to  effect  death,  etc.,  while  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  de- 
gree is  defined  to  be  an  involuntary  killing  of  a  human  being 
in  the  heat  of  passion,  etc.  The  term  involuntary  signifies  in- 
advertence. It  is  inconsistent  with  the  wilful  shooting  of  an- 
other with  fatal  effect.  One  may  so  wilfully  shoot,  pointing 
a  gun  at  such  other  and  discharging  it  purposely,  yet  not  aim 
the  weapon  at  a  vital  part  of  the  body  in  the  sense  of  a  mental 
and  physical  operation  to  that  end — though  the  presumption 
without  explanation  would  be  to  the  contrary — and  so  without 
necessarily  a  specific  design  to  effect  death.  But  such  an  act 
cannot  be  deemed  involuntary  within  the  meaning  of  our  stat- 
ute. It  is  said  elsewhere  that  when  one  voluntarily  shoots  an- 
other fatally,  the  homicide  cannot  be  deemed  involuntary. 
Smith  V.  State,  73  Ga.  79 ;  State  v.  Cantieny,  34  Minn.  1, 1y 
24  N.  W.  458.  It  follows  that  the  court  very  properly  re-^ 
fused  to  instruct  the  jury  to  consider  the  subject  of  man- 
slaughter in  the  fourth  degree. 
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The  next  and  last  assignment  of  error  which  aeeins  to  merit 
attention  relates  to  the  trial  court's  exposition  of  the  *term 
heat  of  passion.  It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  accused  that 
the  instruction  was  well  calculated  to  give  the  jury  an  idea 
that,  to  satisfy  the  statute  on  that  subject,  the  mental  disturb- 
ance must  be  so  great  as  to  pass  the  boundary  of  intelligent 
action.  Since  there  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might 
have  found  that  the  decea'sed  was  the  attacking  parly,  and 
that  before  and  during  the  shooting  he  was  abusing  the  ac- 
cused in  a  highly  exasperating  manner,  if  the  degree  of  men- 
tal disturbance  necessary  to  reduce  what  would  otherwise  be 
a  homicidal  offense  higher  than  that  of  manslaughter  in  the 
third  degree  to  such  degree  was  exaggerated  by  the  trial  court, 
the  result  may  have  been  highly  prejudicial  to  the  accused. 
It  may  have  resulted  in  his  conviction  of  murder  in  the  sec- 
ond degree  punishable  by  confinement  in  the  state  prison 
from  fourteen  to  twenty-five  years  (sec.  4344,  Stats.  1898), 
when  the  conviction  would  otherwise  have  been  of  the  offense 
of  manslaughter  in  the  third  degree  punishable  by  such  con- 
finement of  from  two  to  four  years  (sec.  4361,  Stats.  1898). 

The  essentials  of  heat  of  passion,  as  the  term  is  used  in  de- 
fining homicidal  offenses,  are  not  given  in  the  authorities  with 
that  entire  harmony  which  one  would  like  to  see  respecting 
so  important  a  matter.  All,  however,  agree  that  the  mental 
disturbance  must  be  produced  ,by  such  provocation  as,  reason- 
ably, would  ordinarily  hav,e  that  effect  in  case  of  an  ordinary 
man,  and  actually  had  such  effect  in  the  given  case.  That 
is  what  is  meant  by  the  term  adequate  provocation,  Byan  v. 
State,  115  Wis.  488,  92  N.  W.  271;  Davis  v.  People,  114 
HI.  86,  29  :N'.  TS..  192 ',  State  v,  SUppey,  10  Minn.  223;  State 
V.  Eoyt,  13  Minn.  132 ;  Reg.  v.  ^Yels'h,  11  Cox  C.  C.  336 ; 
State  V.  Grvgin,  147  Mo.  39,  47  S.  W.  1058 ;  People  v.  Cal- 
ton,  5  Utah,  451,  459,  16  Pac.  902]  Brooks  v.  Comm.  61  Pa. 
St.  352;  1  McClain,  Crim.  Law,  §§  337,  338.    In  21  Am.  & 
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Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  177,  the  rule  on  this  subject  sup- 
ported by  many  authorities  cited  is  phrased  thus : 

"The  provocation,  in  order  to  be  sufficient  in  law,  must  be 
such  as,  naturally  and  instantly,  to  produce  in  the  minds  of 
persons,  ordinarily  constituted,  the  highest  degree  of  exasper- 
ation, rage,  anger,  sudden  resentment,  or  terror." 

The  trial  court  for  some  reason  failed  to  give  any  explana- 
tion of  this  feature  of  the  case  in  the  instructions. 

The  degree  of  mental  disturbance  essential  to  heat  of  pas- 
sion will  be  foimd  variously  stated  in  the  authorities.  Here 
and  there  it  is  stated  thus  mildly : 

"Eeason  should,  at  the  time  of  the  act,  be  disturbed  or 
obscured  by  passion  to  an  extent  that  might  render  ordinary 
men,  of  fair  average  disposition,  liable  to  act  rashly  or  with- 
out due  deliberation  or  reflection,  and  from  passion,  rather 
than  judgment."  Maker  v.  People,  10  Mich.  212 ;  People  v. 
Lilley,  43  Mich.  521,  5  K  W.  982. 

That  has  been  referred  to  here,  on  at  least  one  occasion, 
in  a  manner  to  suggest  approval.  Perugi  v.  State,  104  Wis. 
230,  240,  80  N.  W.  693.  Generally  language  is  used  in  the 
authorities  calculated  to  suggest  a  still  greater  degree  of  dis- 
turbance, as  for  examples : 

"Provocation  .  .  .  such  as  might  naturally  kindle  ungov- 
ernable passion  in  the  mind  of  an  ordinary  and  reasonable 
man."  Beg.  v.  Welsh,  11  Cox  C.  0.  336.  "Heat  of  passion 
apparently  sufficient  to  make  the  passion  irresistible."  Davis 
V,  People,  114  111.  86,  29  :N".  E.  192.  "Provocation  .  .  . 
sufficient  to  excite  an  irresistible  passion  in  a  reasonable  per- 
son, one  of  ordinary  self-control."  People  v.  Hurtado,  63 
Cal.  288,  292.  "Passion  which  for  the  moment  the  party  is 
unable  to  control."  Nichols  v.  Comm.  11  Bush,  575.  "Pas- 
sion producing  the  highest  degree  of  exasperation."  Preston 
V.  State,  25  Miss.  383.  Provocation  engendering  passion  de- 
priving the  actor  for  the  time  being  "of  the  power  of  self-con- 
trol." Stephen,  Dig.  Crim.  Law  (6th  ed.)  art.  246.  "Passion 
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suspending  the  exercise  of  judgment  and  dominating  volition 
so  as  to  exclude  premeditation  and  a  previous  formed  design.'^ 
Smith  V.  State,  83  Ala.  26,  3  South.  547.  "Sudden  impulse 
of  overmastering  passion.''  McDuffie  v.  State,  90  Ga.  786,. 
17  S.  E.  105.  To  the  same  effect  are  2  Bisb.  New  Crim.  Law, 
§  697 ;  Desty,  Am.  Crim.  Law,  §  12Sd;  State  v,  Davis,  50  S. 
C.  405,  422,  27  S.  E.  905;  BrooJcs  v.  Comm,,  supra;  People 
V,  Calton,  supra. 

The  more  emphatic  manner  thus  indicated  of  st:'. ting. the 
matter  has  found  most  favor  here,  as  is  indicated  by  Hempton 
v.  State,  111  Wis.  127,  142,  86  N.  W.  596;  Ryan  v.  State, 
115  Wis.  488,  92  N.  W.  271.  We  are  constrained  to  approve 
the  idea  that  the  heat  of  passion  which  will  reduce  what  would 
otherwise  be  murder  to  manslaughter  in  the  third  degree,  and 
which  is  specified  inclusively  or  exclusively  in  tlie  statutory 
definitions  of  other  homicidal  offenses,  is  such  mental  disturb- 
ance, caused  by  a  reasonable,  adequate  provocation  as  would 
ordinarily  so  overcome  and  dominate  or  suspend  the  exercise 
of  the  judgment  of  an  ordinary  man*  as  to  render  his  m'ind 
for  the  time  being  deaf  to  the  voice  of  reason :  make  him  in- 
capable of  forming  and  executing  that  distinct  intent  to  take 
human  life  essential  to  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  to  cause 
him,  uncontrollably,  to  act  from  the  impelling  force  of  the 
disturbing  cause,  rather  than  from  any  real  wickedness  of 
heart  or  cruelty  or  recklessness  of  disposition.  Uncontrol- 
lable passion  in  such  circumstances  is  supposed  to  "sway  the 
reason  regardless  of  her  admonitions,"  but  it  is  not  presumed 
to  be,  nor  does  the  heat  of  passion  spoken  of  contemplate,  such 
overpowering  disturbance  as  to  destroy  volition,  the  reasoning 
faculty,  even  temporarily.  It  is  said  that  a  transport  of  pas- 
sion which  deprives  one  of  the  power  of  self-control  is,  in  a 
modified  or  restricted  sense,  a  dethronement  of  the  reasonings 
faculty,  a  divestment  of  its  sovereign  power,  but  an  entire  de- 
thronement is  a  deprivation  of  the  intellect  for  the  time  beings 
Smith  V,  State,  supra. 
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It  was  in  the  modified  or  restricted  sense  above  indicated 
that  the  term  dethronement  was  used  in  Hempton  v.  State, 
111  Wis.  127,  143,  86  N.  W.  596,  as  is  clearly  indicated  by 
the  context     It  was  said  in  that  case : 

"Now,  if  from  passion  ...  a  person,  for  the  moment, 
is  unable  to  exercise  his  reason,  and  while  he  is  in  such  con- 
dition, though  conscious  of  what  he  is  doing  and  not  so  com- 
pletely bereft  of  reason  as  to  be  legally  irresponsible,  he  is  un- 
controllably moved  thereby  to  and  does  wrongfully  kill  an- 
other, he  cannot  be  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  degree. 
...  If  reason,  notwithstanding  the  .  .  .  disturbing  cause, 
be  not  so  completely  dethroned,  so  to  speak,  but  tha^  the  wrong- 
doer can  exercise  judgment,  he  must  do  so  or  pay  the  penalty 
of  being  held  responsible  for  his  acts  regardless  of  such  dis- 
turbing cause.'' 

The  disturbing  cause  in  the  particular  case  was  intoxica- 
tion, but  it  was  said  that  the  rule  was  the  same  as  in  case  of 
uncontrollable  condition  through  anger,  terror,  or  any  other 
adequate  cause. 

It  is  believed  that  the  exposition  thus  given  is  strictly  ac- 
curate, though  it  is  now  regretted  that  the  term  dethronement 
was  used  at  all.  While  it  was  considerately  and  designedly 
guarded  so  as  to  avoid  conveying  the  impression  of  more  than 
temporary  control  or  displacement  of  judgment,  not  a  depri- 
vation of  reason,  strictly  so  called,  it  seems — as  perhaps  ought 
to  have  been  appreciated — that  the  clear  distinction  and  the 
evident  effort  to  make  it  significantly  plain  is  not  wholly  ap- 
preciated. 

In  Smith  v.  State,  83  Ala.  26,  3  South.  547,  the  trial  court 
used  the  term,  "this  heat  of  blood  must  be  such  as  to  entirely 
dethrone  reason,  and  the  assault  be  made  in  consequence  of 
such  heat  of  blood.  And  the  conviction  was  set  aside  on  that 
ground. 

In  State  v.  Hill,  4  Dev.  &  Bat  Law,  491,  496,  the  jury 
were  instructed,  in  effect,  that  if  reason  was  not  so  destroyed 
but  that  the  accused  was  possessed  of  sufficient  power  of  de- 
VoL.  129  —  11 
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liberation  and  reflection  to  be  sensible  of  what  he  was  about 
to  do,  and  did  the  act  intentionally,  he  was  guilty  of  murder. 
The  conviction  was  set  aside  because  the  instruction  tended  to 
mislead  the  jury  into  believing  that  the  passion  which  rebuts 
the  imputation  of  murder  from  the  unlawful  killing  "must 
be  so  overpowering  as,  for  the  time,  to  shut  out  knowledge  and 
destroy  volition."  That  case  is  found  most  universally  cited 
in  support  of  condemnations  of  the  use  of  the  term  dethrone- 
ment of  reason  in  defining  heat  of  passion.  In  Young  v. 
State,  11  Humph.  200,  the  instruction  treating  of  manslaugh- 
ter was  in  these  words :  "If  the  jury  should  believe  that  the  de- 
ceased was  advancing  upon  the  prisoner  with  a  stick,  threat- 
ening to  beat  him,  and  such  assault  excited  in  the  prisoner  a 
sudden  burst  of  passion,  and,  for  the  time  being,  dethroned 
his  reason,  and  he  shot  and  killed  in  this  whirlwind  of  pas- 
sion, it  would  be  manslaughter."  And  the  conviction  was  set 
aside  on  that  ground.  To  the  same  effect  are  Maker  v.  People, 
10  Mich.  212,  220 ;  Ilaile  v.  State,  1  Swan,  248 ;  State  v. 
Davis,  50  S.  C.  405,  27  S.  E.  905 ;  People  v.  Cotton,  5  Utah, 
451, 16  Pac.  902 ;  Clark,  Crim.  Law,  167 ;  2  Bish.  New  Crim. 
Law,  §  697;  21  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  174. 

From  the  foregoing  it  will  be  seen  that  the  heat  of  passion 
of  the  statute  on  the  subject  of  criminal  homicide,  while  it  in- 
volves deprivation  of  self-control  by  exercise  of  judgment: 
passion  irresistible,  or,  in  other  words,  a  disturbed  mental  con- 
dition, caused  by  passion,  incapacitating  the  person  from 
forming  and  executing  a  distinct  intent  to  take  human  life, 
is  not  inconsistent  with  intelligent  action,  with  conscious- 
ness of  what  one  is  doing  and  of  the  responsibilities  therefor ; 
it  is  not  such  as  to,  temporarily  even,  dethrone  reason,  strictly 
speaking :  destroy  volition. 

It  may  be  that  a  jury  would  not,  ordinarily,  fully  appreci- 
ate the  distinction  between  temporary  dethronement  of  reason 
and  such  temporary  domination  of  judgment  by  an  irresistible 
impulse  of  passion  as  to  render  the  mind  deaf,  so  to  speak,  to 
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the  voice  of  reason,  but  the  distinction  is  clear  in  the  law,  and, 
in  dealing  with  matters  of  such  supreme  importance  as  human 
liberty  on  the  one  side  and  the  safety  of  society  on  the  other, 
it  will  not  do  to  overlook  it  or  to  pass  it  by  as  nonprejudicial 
in  case  of  the  distinction  being  lost  sight  of  in  instructing  the 
jury  in  such  a  case  as  this.  A  guilty  man  had  better  go  free 
OT  be  convicted  of  something  less  than  his  deserts,  as  a  choice 
between  such  freedom  or  conviction  on  the  one  hand  and  a  con- 
viction of  what  he  is  reaUy  guilty  of  on  the  other,  unless  the 
latter  can  be  regularly  reached  by  way  of  the  due  administra- 
tion of  the  law  of  the  land. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  little  more  need  be  said  to 
show  that  the  judgment  complained  of  must  be  reversed  than 
to  quote  the  only  instruction  which  the  court  gave  on  the 
subject  of  manslaughter  in  the  third  degree,  except  to  recite 
the  statutory  definition.     This  is  the  instruction : 

"He^t  of  passion  as  used  in  this  section  means  something 
more  than  mere  anger  or  irritation.  It  means  passion :  such 
passion  as  amounts  to  a  temporary  dethronement  of  reason, 
and  rendering  the  slayer  incapable  of  forming  a  deliberate, 
premeditated  design  to  kill;  passion  engendered  by  provoca- 
tion; provocation  to  that  degree  that  the  heat  of  passion 
thereby  engendered  was  so  great  as  to  amount  to  temporary  de- 
thronement of  reason  and  rendering  the  slayer  incapable  of 
forming  the  deliberate,  premeditated  design  to  kill.  If  he  is 
■capable  of  forming  and  does  form  and  execute  such  design  or 
intent  unlawfully,  it  is  murder  in  the  first  degree  although  he 
may  have  received  some  provocation  and  acted  imder  some 
passion." 

We  do  not  fail  to  note  what  the  learned  attorney  general 
called  to  our  attention,  regarding  the  term  dethronement  of 
reason  being  immediately  followed  in  the  conjunctive  by  the 
idea  of  incapacity  to  form  a  distinct  intent  to  kill.  Such  idea, 
as  pjirased  and  expressed,  was  not  used  as  it  might  have  been 
in  the  way  of  an  explanatory  or  modifying  clause.  Had  it 
been  so  used,  possibly  the  case  might  be  saved.  It  were  better, 
however,  had  it  not  been  used  at  all.     The  learned  court  in- 
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Btead  of  saying  temporary  dethronement  of  r^son,  to  the 
extent  of  or  in  the  sense  of  rendering  the  slayer  incapable, 
etc.,  ex  indxistria  used  that  which  might  easily  have  been 
made,  as  indicated,  a  modifying  clause,  in  such  a  way  that 
the  jury  may  well  have  regarded  it  rather  as  the  ordinary  con- 
sequence to  be  expected  from  dethronement  of  reason  strictly 
so  called.  The  error  was  intensified,  it  seems,  by  omission 
to  explain  the  nature  of  the  provocation  essential  to  the  heat 
of  passion  of  the  statute,  and  the  repetitious  use  of  the  term 
deliberate,  premeditated  design,  a  term  not  foimd  in  our  stat- 
ute on  the  subject  of  homicide:  one  suggesting,  necessarily,, 
some  period  of  time  for  deliberation  and  thought,  as  some- 
times held  to  be  necessary  under  statutes  containing  such 
terms  as  deliberate,  premeditated,  or  wilful,  deliberate,  pre- 
meditated. Cupps  V.  State,  120  Wis.  504,  532,  97  K  W. 
210,  98  N.  W.  546.  Our  statute  only  uses  the  term  premedi- 
tated design  and  does  that  as  synonymous  with  previously 
formed  design,  not  suggesting  any  necessary  element  of  lying 
in  wait^  or  a  period  of  deliberating  on  the  execution  of  the 
intent. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is 
remanded  for  a  new  trial.  The  warden  of  the  state  prison 
will  surrender  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  the  sheriff  of  Mil- 
waukee coimty.  He  will  hold  him  in  custody  until  he  shall 
be  discharged  or  his  custody  changed  by  due  course  of  law. 


The  State  ex  eel.  Beegh,  Commissioner  of  Banking,  vs, 

Spablino  and  others.  Civil  Service  Commissioners. 

May  11— June  21,  1906, 

Civil  service  act:  Unclassified  service:  Department  of  banking:  Con- 
stitutionality of  act. 

1.  Pursuant  to  the  power  giyen  by  the  amendment  to  sees.  4,  5, 
art  XI,  Const,  "to  enact  a  general  banking  law  for  the  crea- 
tion of  banks  and  for  the  regulation  and  supervision  of  the^ 
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banking  business,  provided  that  the  vo£e  of  two  thirds  of  all 
members  elected  to  each  house  be  in  favor  of  the  passage  of 
such  law/'  the  legislature  enacted  a  general  banking  law  (ch. 
234,  Laws  of  1903)  and  therein,  as  a  part  of  the  scheme  for  the 
control  of  the  banking  business,  created  a  banking  department, 
to  be  in  charge  of  a  commissioner  of  banking.  Held,  that  the 
creation  of  such  department  required  the  affirmative  vote  of  two 
thirds  of  all  members  elected  to  each  house  of  the  legislature, 
and  that  the  officers  and  employees  of  such  department  are 
therefore  within  the  unclassified  civil  service  of  the  state,  un- 
der the  provision  of  sec.  8,  ch.  363,  Laws  of  1905,  that  such  un- 
classified service  shall  comprise  "all  officers  and  employees  in 
any  department  for  the  creation  of  which  a  vote  of  two  thirds 
of  all  members  elected  to  each  house  is  required." 
2.  In  a  proceeding  by  the  commissioner  of  banking  to  prohibit  the 
enforcement  of  the  civil  service  law  against  officers  and  em- 
ployees of  the  banking  department,  it  being  held  that  such  of- 
ficers and  employees  are  not  subject  to  said  law,  the  question 
of  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  is  not  considered. 

Prohibition  to  the  civil  service  commissioners  of  the  state. 
Absolute  writ  issued. 

This  is  an  original  action  in  this  court.  It  was  brought  by 
the  relator,  who  holds  the  office  of  commissioner  of  banking, 
upon  leave  granted  him  by  the  court  It  is  alleged  that  the 
relator  is  the  duly  appointed  and  acting  commissioner  of  bank- 
ing imder  the  authority  of  ch.  234,  Laws  of  1903,  which, 
pursuant  to  the  amendment  of  sees.  4  and  5,  art  XI,  of  the 
constitution  of  the  state,  provides  for  the  creation  of  banks 
and  for  the  regulation  and  supervision  of  the  banking  busi- 
ness, and  that  his  deputy,  the  examiners,  and  the  clerks  of  the 
banking  department  are  in  the  possession  and  performing  the 
duties  of  the  respective  oflSces  and  positions  created  and  im- 
posed by  the  provisions  of  the  act  It  is  further  alleged  that 
the  defendants  are  the  civil  service  commissioners  of  this  state, 
that  they  are  exercising  the  powers  and  duties  imposed  on 
them  by  ch.  363,  Laws  of  1905,  and  that  they  have  made  de- 
mand upon  the  relator  and  all  otlier  persons  now  holding 
offices  and  positions  in  the  banking  department,  as  incumbents 
of  such  offices  and  positions  within  the  classified  service  of 
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this  state  under  its  provisions,  to  comply  with  aU  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  civil  service  law,  and  that  they  threaten 
to  subject  the  examiners  and  clerks  of  the  department  to  tlie 
examination  prescribed  by  it  as  a  requisite  to  entitle  them  to 
continue  in  the  employ  of  the  state,  and  that,  in  case  of  re- 
lator's refusal,  as  an  appointing  officer  under  its  terms,  and 
the  refusal  of  the  employees  of  the  state  in  this  department,  as 
employees  within  the  jurisdiction  of  its  provisions,  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  this  law,  the  commission  threatens  to 
enforce  as  against  the  relator  and  such  officers  and  employees 
of  this  department  the  penalties  provided  therein  for  failure  to 
conform  to  them  and  to  comply  with  the  conditions  imposed 
upon  persons  within  the  classified  civil  service  of  the  state. 
It  further  alleges  that  this  threatened  enforcement  of  the  civil 
service  law  as  to  this  department  would  prevent  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  regulations  and  the  supervision  of  the  banking 
measures  of  this  state  as  prescribed  by  law,  and  cause  great 
and  irreparable  injury  to  the  public  and  the  state.  Relator 
therefore  demands  that  the  civil  service  commission  be  pro- 
hibited from  enforcing  the  provisions  of  the  law  as  regards 
himself,  as  commissioner  of  banking,  and  all  other  persons  in 
the  employ  of  the  state  in  the  state  banking  department 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  relation  and  moved  to 
quash  it,  upon  the  groimd  that  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
relation  that  the  facts  stated  allege  no  grounds  for  the  issuance 
of  the  writ  of  prohibition,  that  the  facts  stated  show  that  de- 
fendants are  vested  with  authority  and  power  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  ch.  363,  Laws  of  1905,  and  that  the  relator  and 
all  other  officers  and  employees  in  the  banking  department  of 
the  state  are  subject  to  their  jurisdiction,  as  persons  holding 
offices  and  positions  of  trust  or  employment  in  the  classified 
civil  service  of  the  state  within  the  terms  and  provisions  of 
this  law. 

R.  M.  Basliford,  for  the  relator. 

For  the  defendants  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attorney  Gen- 
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eral  and  A.  C.  Tiius,  assistant  attorney  general,  and  a  sepa- 
rate brief  by  Olin  <&  Butler,  of  counsel;  and  the  cause  was 
argued  orally  by  the  Attorney  General  and  J.  M,  Olin. 

There  was  also  a  brief  on  behalf  of  the  State  Civil  Service 
Reform  Association  by  Edward  IF.  Frost,  attorney. 

SiEBECKER,  J.  Upon  the  demurrer  to  the  relation  and  the 
motion  to  quash  it,  the  contention  is  made  that  it  appears  from 
the  facts  alleged  that  no  sufficient  groimds  are  presented  for 
the  issuance  of  a  writ  to  prohibit  the  defendants,  as  civil  serv- 
ice commissioners,  from  proceeding  to  enforce  the  provisions 
of  ch.  363,  Laws  of  1905,  against  rrfator  and  all  the  other  offi- 
cers and  employees  of  the  banking  department,  as  within  the 
classified  civil  service  of  the  state  under  the  terms  and  provis- 
ions of  the  act.  It  is  obvious  that  the  legislature  has  under- 
taken to  classify  the  civil  service  of  the  state  and  to  provide  for 
appointment  to  and  promotion  therein  according  to  merit  and 
fitness,  to  be  ascertained,  so  far  as  practicable,  by  appropriate 
competitive  examinations,  and  to  that  end  created  a  civil  serv- 
ice commission,  charged  with  the  duties  and  powers  necessary 
to  carry  into  eifect  the  provisions  of  this  act.  The  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  commission  extends  to  and  covers  the  prescribed 
classified  civil  service.  Appointments  in  the  unclassified  civil 
service  are  not  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  act. 
Relator  avers  that  under  sec.  8  of  the  act  all  officers  and  em- 
ployees in  the  state  banking  department  are  within  the  un- 
classified civil  service  of  the  state.  This  section  provides: 
"The  civil  service  shall  be  divided  into  the  unclassified  serv- 
ice and  the  classified  service.  The  unclassified  service  shall 
comprise,"  among  others,  "all  officers  and  employees  in  any 
department  for  the  creation  of  which  a  vote  of  two  thirds  of 
all  members  elected  to  each  house  is  required.'!  It  must  then 
be  determined  whether  relator  and  the  other  officers  and  em- 
ployees serving  in  the  banking  department  of  the  state,  as 
created  and  established  by  ch.  234,  Laws  of  1903,  are  within 
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the  unclassified  civil  service.  This  act  is  entitled:  "An  act 
for  the  creation  of  banks  and  for  the  regulation  and  super- 
vision of  the  banking  business."  It  is  manifestly  enacted 
pursuant  to  the  calls  of  the  amendment  to  sees.  4  and  5,  art. 
XI,  of  the  state  constitution,  ratified  and  adopted  in  1902, 
which  is  as  follows: 

"Sec.  4.  The  legislature  shall  have  power  to  enact  a  general 
banking  law  for  the  creation  of  banks,  and  for  the  regulation 
and  supervision  of  the  banking  business,  provided  Qiat  the 
vote  of  two  thirds  of  all  members  elected  to  each  house,  to  be 
taken  by  yeas  and  nays,  be  in  favor  of  the  passage  of  such 
law." 

The  intent  and  scope  of  this  provision  are  obvious  from  the 
language  employed,  which  imports  that  the  people  thereby 
expressly  delegated  to  the  legislature  the  power  to  create 
banks  and  to  provide  for  their  regulation  and  supervision. 
The  occasion  for  such  specific  delegation  of  power  by  the  peo- 
ple to  the  legislature  is  manifest  from  the  history  of  these  con- 
stitutional provisions.  Originally  the  people  reserved  to 
themselves  the  control  of  the  creation  of  banks  under  the  pro- 
visions of  sees.  4  and  5,  art.  XI,  of  the  constitution,  which  de- 
clared that:  "The  legislature  shall  not  have  power  to  create, 
authorize,  or  incorporate,  •  .  •  any  bank,  or  banking  power 
or  privilege,  or  any  institution  or  corporation  having  any 
banking  power  or  privilege  whatever,"  except  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  i)eople  expressed  by  ballot,  and  then  any  law 
granting  such  power  should  be  inoperative  until  approved 
by  a  vote  of  the  electors  at  a  general  election.  These  pro- 
visions were  abrogated  by  the  adoption  by  the  people  of  the 
above  amendment  at  the  general  election  in  1902,  whereby 
imrestricted  power  over  the  subject  of  banking  was  given 
to  the  legislature,  both  in  respect  to  the  creation  of  banks 
and  the  regulation  and  supervision  of  the  banking  business. 

The  first  legislative  action,  exercising  the  right  tp  frame 
laws  under  the  power  thus  conferred,  is  embodied  in  ch.  234, 
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Laws  of  1903,  which  provides  for  the  creation  and  mainte- 
nance of  banks  and  the  supervision  of  the  banking  business. 
It  seems  that  the  legislature  intended  to  cover  these  subjects 
in  detail  and  to  provide  a  legislative  scheme  for  the  exercise 
•of  the  powers  conferred  by  the  constitutional  amendment  As 
a  part  of  the  general  plan  and  scheme  to  accomplish  this  pur- 
pose, subch.  1  of  this  act  establishes  "a  banking  department, 
which  shall  have  charge  of  the  execution  of  the  laws  relating 
to  banks  and  the  banking  business,"  and  which  is  to  be  "under 
the  management  and  control  of  a  chief  officer  who  shall  be 
called  the  commissioner  of  banking,"  who  is  given  power  to 
appoint  a  deputy,  examiners,  and  clerks  to  assist  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  affairs  of  the  department  In  other  parts 
of  the  act  power  is  expressly  conferred  on  the  commissioner 
to  examine  annually  "the  cash,  bills,  collaterals,  securities, 
lK)oks  of  account,  condition  and  affairs  of  each  bank,  and  mut- 
ual savings  bank  doing  business  in  this  state,  except  national 
banks."  For  this  purpose  he  may  admiliister  oaths  to  persons 
to  be  examined  by  him,  and  determine  whether  banks  do  their 
business  at  the  plaices  fixed  by  their  charters  and  according  to 
prescribed  regulation.  He  is  given  power  to  demand  of  any 
bank  that  it  make  good  any  impairment  or  deficiency  in  its 
capital  stock,  and,  in  case  of  noncompliance  with  his  demand, 
he  is  to  make  report  thereof  to  the  attorney  general  of  the 
state  to  secure  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  and  the  winding 
up  of  the  bank's  affairs.  He  is  also  authorized  to  take  pos- 
session of  a  bank's  books,  records,  and  assets  whenever  it  un- 
lawfully refuses  to  pay  its  depositors  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  on  which  their  deposits  were  made,  or  if  the  bank  is  in- 
solvent, and  to  hold  them  until  they  can  properly  be  turned 
over  to  a  receiver.  In  all  cases  where  banks  fail  to  keep  books 
and  accounts  in  such  a  manner  as  to  enable  him  to  readily  ex- 
amine and  ascertain  their  condition,  he  is  empowered  to  pre- 
scribe the  keeping  of  such  books  and  accounts  as  shall  be  nec- 
-essary  to  record  the  transactions  of  the  banks,  and,  whenever 
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the  banking  business  of  diflFerent  banks  is  conducted  in  such 
close  proximity  as  to  interfere  with  their  proper  examination, 
or  supervision,  he  may  require  any  of  such  banks  to  remove  its 
banking  oflSces  to  some  other  location.  It  is  made  his  duty  to- 
make  a  full  report  each  year  to  the  governor ;  such  report  ex- 
hibiting the  condition  of  the  various  banks  as  to  amount  of 
capital  returned  by  them,  their  liabilities  and  total  resources, 
and  giving  other  information,  as  required,  pertaining  to  the 
banking  business  of  the  state. 

It  is  evident  from  these  and  kindred  provisions  of  this  act 
that  the  creation  of  the  banking  department  and  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  office  of  commissioner  of  banking  v^as  designed 
and  intended  as  part  of  a  general  banking  law  for  the  creation 
of  banks  and  for  the  regulation  and  supervision  of  the  bank- 
ing business.  The  powers  so  conferred  afford  the  strongest  evi- 
dence that  the  establishment  of  the  department  with  the  com- 
missioner in  its  charge  is  a  part  of  the  general  scheme  and 
purpose  of  the  legislature  to  accomplish  the  purposes  and  to- 
exercise  the  power  conferred  by  the  constitutional  provision. 
It  is  not  suggested  that  the  scheme  thus  adopted  is  not  an  ap- 
propriate method  for  attaining  effective  regulation  and  super- 
vision of  the  banking  business.  It  seems  that  a  proper  admin- 
istration of  these  powers  requires  an  instrumentality  like  this 
department  to  carry  out  efficiently  the  legislative  action  on 
this  subject,  and  that  this  makes  it  an  integral  and  necessary 
part  of  the  legislative  scheme  for  the  control  of  the  banking- 
business.  Upon  these  considerations  the  conclusion  seems  in- 
evitable that  the  creation  of  this  department,  with  the  office 
of  commissioner  of  banking,  by  ch.  234,  Laws  of  1903,  re- 
quired the  affirmative  vote  of  two  thirds  of  all  members  elected 
to  each  house  of  the  legislature  in  favor  of  the  passage  of  the 
law,  and  that  the  department  officers  and  employees  are  em- 
braced in  the  unclassified  civil  service  of  the  state,  as  pre- 
scribed by  ch.  363,  Laws  of  1905,  and  hence  are  not  subject 
to  the  power,  duties,  and  authority  vested  in  the  civil  service^ 
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commission.  Defendants  therefore  cannot  subject  them  to 
their  jurisdiction  and  must  be  prohibited  from  enforcing  the- 
provisions  of  the  act,  as  threatened,  against  them. 

The  questions  suggested  upon  the  argument  and  fully  pre- 
sented in  the  respective  briefs  of  counsel,  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  provisions  of  the  civil  service  act  are  violative  of  any  con- 
stitutional provisions,  require  no  discussion  here,  since  relator 
is  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  axjt  and  can  in  no  sense 
be  affected  or  injured  by  the  enforcement  of  its  provisions. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  is  ordered  that  an  absolute  writ 
of  prohibition  issue  forthwith,  commanding  the  defendants, 
as  members  of  the  state  civil  service  commission,  to  absolutely^ 
refrain  from  proceeding  to  enforce  any  of  the  powers  vested 
in  them  by  ch.  363,  Laws  of  1905,  or  any  of  the  penalties  pre- 
scribed by  this  act,  against  relator  or  any  other  officer  or  em- 
ployee in  the  banking  department  of  the  state, — ^without  costs  ^ 
the  relator  to  pay  the  fees  of  the  clerk  of  this  court. 


Busse,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in  error^ 

May  12-^une  21,  1906, 

Bastardy:  Paternity  of  child:  Intercourse  with  several  men:  Trial  hy 
court:  Conviction  contrary  to  evidence:  Reversal. 

1.  In  a  bastardy  proceeding  paternity  cannot  be  established  beyond 

reasonable  doubt  against  the  defendant  If  It  appears  that  the^ 
prosecutrix  had  intercourse  with  another  man  at  a  time  con- 
sistent with  the  latter's  responsibility  for  the  pregnancy.  A 
clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  to  estab- 
lish such  Intercourse. 

2.  A  conviction  by  the  court  without  a  Jury  In  a  bastardy  proceed- 

ing will  be  reversed  if  contrary  to  a  clear  and  definite  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence. 

Erbor  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  municipal  court  of  Dane 
county:  E.  Ray  Stevens,  circuit  judge,  sitting  for  the  mu- 
nicipal judge.    Reversed. 
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Plaintiff  in  error,  upon  trial  to  the  Dane  county  municipal 
court  without  a  jury,  was  convicted  of  being  the  father  of  the 
illegitimate  child  of  complaining  witness,  and  adjudged  to 
pay  $100  to  her,  besides  the  costs  of  the  proceeding,  and  $6 
per  month  until  the  child  should  attain  the  age  of  seven  years. 
He  brings  this  writ  of  error  to  review  such  judgment 

John  A.  Aylwardj  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  Attorney  General  and  /.  E.  Messerschmidt,  law  ex- 
aminer, for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Dodge,  J.  Paternity  cannot  be  established  against  defend- 
ant beyond  reasonable  doubt  if  it  appear  that  the  prosecutrix 
had  intercourse  with  another  man  at  a  time  consistent  with 
the  latter's  responsibility  for  her  pregnancy.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances the  law  refuses  to  recognize  the  ability  of  the 
mother  or  any  one  else  to  know  with  any  sufficient  measure  of 
certainty  that  defendant  is  in  fact  the  parent.  Baker  v.  State, 
47  Wis.  Ill,  2  N.  W.  110.  The  period  for  conception  in  this 
case  extended,  according  to  expert  testimony,  from  about 
July  27  to  about  September  15,  1904;  mid- August  being  the 
most  probable  time,  since  the  birth,  entirely  normal  and  ma- 
ture, occurred  May  23,  1905. 

Refraining  from  details  of  evidence  as  to  general  persist- 
ency through  July  and  into  September  of  practically  conceded 
libidinous  relations  theretofore  existing  between  prosecutrix 
.  and  one  Walter  Busse,  while  she  was  housekeeper  or  domestic 
servant  in  defendant's  farmhouse,  we  shall  rest  our  decision 
upon  one  specific  event  which  we  think  is  shown  conclusively 
t  J  have  occurred  within  the  period  mentioned.  The  particular 
occasion  was  on  a  Sunday,  marked  by  defendant's  absence 
from  home.  Walter  spent  the  day  in  company  with  prosecu- 
trix in  the  house,  and,  without  rehearsing  the  testimony,  we 
can  understand  her  only  as  admitting  intercourse  on  that  oc- 
casion— at  most,  offering  denial  merely  as  to  its  frequency. 
There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  or  dispute  as  to  the  identity  of 
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this  particular  occasion,  but  merely  as  to  its  date.  Prosecu- 
trix declares  that  it  was  in  July,  some  time  after  the  Fourth, 
because  she  knew  they  had  no  sexual  relations  after  July,  an 
often  reiterated  statement*  Some  other  witnesses  can  only 
say  it  was  in  July  or  August  One  Cossibone,  however,  a 
hired  man,  has  definite  data ;  for  he  did  not  commence  work 
on  the  farm  until  August  11th,  and  this  Sunday  episode  oc- 
curred after  that  date.  There  is  nothing  to  cast  doubt  on  his 
statement  except  prosecutrix's  testimony,  given,  as  she  admits, 
after  being  warned  by  her  counsel  that  intercourse  with  any 
other  than  accused  after  July  would  be  fatal  to  the  action, 
and  with  recognition  of  the  fact  that  none  of  the  men  whose 
intimacy  with  her  was  shown  or  charged  was  of  any  financial 
responsibility  except  the  accused.  She  was  shown  to  be  of 
low  and  loose  moral  character.  She  was  contradicted  on  many 
subjects  by  numerous  witnesses.  Her  testimony  that  sexual 
relations  with  Walter  terminated  in  July  was  discredited  by 
full  proof  of  continuance  of  their  intimacy,  so  far  as  observ- 
able, and  of  his  frequent  visits  to  and  stay  in  her  bedroom  at 
night,  of  which  there  was  hardly  attempt  at  concealment  or 
disguise.  In  this  situation  we  cannot  think  that  her  quite  in- 
definite and  argumentative  assertion  that  this  Sunday  orgy 
with  Walter  did  not  take  place  in  August  can  be  accepted  as 
at  all  credible  against  the  definite  and  unassailed  testimony  of 
Cossibone.  It  has  often  been  held  that  the  testimony  of  even 
disinterested  and  unimpeached  witnesses  on  the  subjects  of 
measurements,  distances,  dates,  and  the  like,  which  is  based 
merely  on  memory,  estimate,  or  casual  observation,  must  yield 
to  that  which  is  based  on  actual  measurement  or  reference  to 
definite  data.  Burroughs  v.  Milwaukee,  110  Wis.  478,  483, 
86  If.  W.  159;  Zoepfce  v,  Milwaukee,  112  Wis.  475,  481,  88 
N.  W.  238;  Konhel  v.  Fella,  122  Wis.  143,  146,  99  N.  W. 
453.  Much  more  must  such  testimony  yield  when  given  by 
a  highly  interested  witness,  under  temptation  of  pecuniary  in- 
terest, of  low  character,  and  proved  recklessness  of  statement. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


174  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [June 

Paetz  V.  State,  129  Wis.  174. 

This  is  not  a  jury  case,  where  a  verdict  must  stand  if  sup- 
ported by  any  credible  evidence  {Peat  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B. 
<Jo.  128  Wis.  86,  107  N.  W.  355),  but  a  finding  by  the  court 
which  we  must  reverse  if  in  opposition  to  a  clear  and  definite 
preponderance  of  the  evidence.  Indeed,  there  is  not  even 
any  finding  as  to  the  date  of  this  occasion.  If,  as  we  think  and 
hold,  it  took  place  in  August,  the  court  could  have  been  con- 
vinced of  defendant's  paternity  beyond  reasonable  doubt  only 
by  ignoring  the  rule  of  law  first  above  stated  or  by  overlooking 
the  fact  that  prosecutrix  in  effect  conceded  intercourse  at  this 
Sunday  visit,  trying  to  make  such  admission  consistent  with 
denial  of  any  such  relations  subsequent  to  July,  by  locating 
its  date  in  that  month.  We  cannot  escape  the  conclusion  that 
-clear  preponderance  of  evidence  establishes  sexual  intercourse 
with  a  man  other  than  the  accused  at  a  time  consistent  with 
such  other's  paternity  of  this  illegitimate  child,  and  that 
plaintiff  in  error  cannot,  beyond  reasonable  doubt,  be  found 
guilty. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  enter  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant 


Paetz,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in  error. 

May  12— June  21,  1906. 

intoxicating  liquors:  Sale  without  license:  Punishment  on  second  con- 
viction: Pleading:  Evidence:  Statute  construed:  ^'During  any 
year.** 

1.  Under  a  complaint  charging  sale  of  liquor  without  a  license,  but 

not  alleging  a  former  conyiction,  evidence  was  not  admissible 
to  show  such  a  conviction  for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  the  ac- 
cused to  the  heavier  punishment  imposed  by  statute  in  case  of 
a  second  conviction  during  any  year. 

2.  The  admission  of  such  evidence,  when  offered  by  the  state  in 

making  its  case,  cannot  be  justified   on  the  ground  that  it 
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tended  to  affect  the  credibility  of  the  accused  as  a  witness,  he 
then  not  having  testified;  and  his  subsequent  testimony,  on 
cross-examination,  as  to  such  former  conviction  did  not  cure  or 
waive  the  error. 
3.  The  words  "during  any  year"  in  sec.  1550,  Stats.  1898  (providing 
for  the  punishment  in  case  of  a  second  conviction  of  the  same 
person  during  any  year),  mean  during  the  ensuing  period  of 
365  days  after  the  date  of  the  first  conviction. 

Ereoe  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane 
<5ounty :  E.  R\y  Stevens,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

On  the  26th  day  of  January,  1904,  the  plaintiff  in  error 
^was  convicted  in  the  circuit  court  for  Dane  county  of  the  of- 
fense of  selling  intoxicating  liquor  in  violation  of  sec  1650, 
-Stats.  1898,  and  was  sentenced  to  three  months^  imprisonment 
in  the  county  jail  and  to  pay  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs.  The 
<»inplaint  set  out  three  causes  of  action  and  charged  the 
plaintiff  in  error  in  each  with  selling  intoxicating  liquor  at 
various  times  between  the  20th  day  of  July  and  the  25th  day 
of  August,  1903,  without  having  first  obtained  a  license.  The 
complaint  makes  no  reference  to  any  former  conviction.  A 
«tay  of  execution  of  sentence  was  granted  and  the  record  re- 
moved to  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

John  A.  Aylward,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contended, 
inier  alia,  that  this  was  not  a  second  conviction  "during  any 
year.'^  The  word  "year"  means  a  calendar  year  unless  other- 
wise expressed.  Sec.  4971,  Stats.  1898.  A  calendar  year  is 
the  period  commencing  January  1  and  ending  December  31. 
David  V.  Hardin  Co.  104  Iowa,  204,  73  'N.  W.  576 ;  Atlanta 
^  C.A.L.R.  Co.  V.  Ray,  70  Ga.  674,  676 ;  Garfield  v.  Evb- 
hell,  9  Kan.  App.  785,  59  Pac.  600 ;  Brown  v.  Anderson,  77 
Cal.  236,  19  Pac.  487;  Disbrow  v.  Saunders,  1  Denio,  149; 
4JlcLsgow  V.  Rowse,  43  Mo.  479;  Oarfield  v.  Samuel  Dods- 
worth  B.  Co.  9  Kan.  App.  752,  58  Pac  565 ;  State  ex  rel. 
Buchanan  v.  State  Treasurer,  68  S.  0.  411,  47  S.  E.  683. 
If  the  term  is  to  be  otherwise  construed  because  of  the  sub- 
ject to  which  the  statute  relates,  it  must  refer  to  the  license 
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year,  beginning  on  the  second  Tuesday  in  July.  Sec  1549^ 
Stats.  1898.  On  either  theory  the  second  conviction  was  not 
in  the  same  year  as  the  first  The  rule  of  construction  under 
which  "year"  may  be  held  to  mean  license  year  was  applied 
in  State  ex  rel.  Buchanan  v.  State  Treasurer,  68  S.  C.  411, 
47  S.  E.  683 ;  Glasgow  v.  Bowse,  43  Mo.  479,  487 ;  Dishrow 
V.  Saunders,  1  Denio,  149 ;  Thornton  v.  Boyd,  25  Miss.  598  j 
Williams  V.  BagneUe,  138  Cal.  699,  72.Pac.  408,  410;  U.  S. 
V.  Dickson,  15  Pet.  141,  159. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
ney General  and  A.  C,  Titus,  assistant  attorney  general,  and 
F,  L.  Gilbert,  district  attorney,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  Mr.  Titus,  As  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  "during  any 
year,''  they  cited  J7.  S.  v.  Dickson,  15  Pet.  141 ;  Bast  v.  Byrne, 
51  Wis.  531 ;  Dishrow  v.  Saunders,  1  Denio,  149 ;  Thornton 
V.  Boyd,  25  Miss.  698,  604;  Williams  v.  BagneUe,  138  Cal. 
699;  Brown  v.  Anderson,  77  Cal.  236;  Knode  v.  Baldridge, 
73  Ind.  54 ;  Paris  v.  Hiram,  12  Mass.  262 ;  Ward  v,  Sweeney, 
106  Wis.  44;  Glasgow  v.  Bowse,  43  Mo.  479;  Meade  Co. 
Bank  v.  Reeves,  13  S.  Dak.  193. 

Kerwin,  J.  1.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  ad- 
mitted evidence  of  a  former  conviction,  the  same  not  having 
been  pleaded.  The  question  arising  under  this  assignment  of 
error  is  whether  upon  a  complaint  charging  sale  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquor  without  having  first  obtained  a  license,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  of  a  former  conviction, 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  state  was  admissible  to  prove  such 
former  conviction  for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  the  accused  to 
the  higher  grade  of  punishment  imposed  by  the  statute.  The 
statute  under  which  plaintiff  in  error  was  convicted  (sec. 
1550,  Stats.  1898)  provides  for  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $50 
nor  more  than  $100  and  costs,  or,  in  lieu  of  such  fine,  im- 
prisonment in  the  county  jail  not  to  exceed  six  months  nor 
less  than  three  months ;  and  further  provides :  "In  case  of  a 
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second  or  any  subsequent  conviction  of  the  same  person  dur- 
ing any  year  the  punishment  shall  be  by  both  such  fine  and 
imprisonment."  The  case  was  tried  upon  the  theory  that  the 
complaint  waB  sufficient  to  warrant  conviction  and  sentence 
for  a  second  offense,  under  which  evidence  was  admitted  over 
objection  of  a  former  conviction. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  found  guilty  and  sentenced  to 
punishment  as  for  a  second  offense.  The  complaint  was  clearly 
insufficient  to  warrant  proof  or  conviction  of  a  second  offense. 
As  has  been  seen,  a  conviction  for  a  second  offense  subjected 
the  plaintiff  in  error  to  a  more  severe  punishment  than  con- 
viction for  a  first  offense.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
state  that  the  proof  of  former  conviction  did  not  go  to  the 
question  of  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  but 
only  to  the  severity  of  the  punishment ;  hence  that  there  was 
no  necessity  for  any  allegation  of  former  conviction  in  the 
complaint  But  the  accused  was  entitled  to  be  informed  of 
the  nature  of  the  charge  against  him,  and,  since  a  greater 
punishment  is  imposed  upon  a  second  conviction,  prior  con- 
viction was  an  essential  element  of  the  offense  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  a  second  offense.  The  complaint,  therefore,  was  in- 
sufficient to  admit  proof  of  former  conviction.  This  doctrine 
appears  to  be  so  well  established  that  we  deem  discussion  of 
it  wholly  unnecessary.  The  following  are  some  of  the  many 
authorities  in  support  of  the  doctrine  that,  where  the  statute 
provides  a  heavier  i)enalty  for  the  second  offense,  the  first 
must  be  alleged  in  the  indictment  and  proved  upon  the  trial 
in  order  to  warrant  conviction  and  punishment  for  a  second 
offense:  Wharton,  Crim.  PL  &  Pr.  (9th  ed.)  §  934;  1  Bishop, 
New  Crim.  Proc  §§  77,  101;  Bishop,  Stat  Crimes  (3d  ed.) 
§  981;  Clark,  Crim.  Proc.  §  84;  12  Cyc.  950;  Hochheimer, 
Crim.  Law  (2d  ed.)  §  104c -,  Johnson  v.  People,  65  N.  Y.  512 ; 
People  V.  Sickles,  156  N-  Y.  541,  51  N.  E.  288;  Hines 
V.  State,  26  Ga.  614;  Evaris  v.  State,  160  Ind.  651,  50 
K.  E.  820;  Coram,  v.  Harrington,  130  Mass.  35;  Fossdahl 
Vol.  129—12 
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V.  State,  89  Wis.  482,  62  N.  W.  185.  It  is  very  clear 
from  the  foregoing  authorities  that  tinder  the  complaint  the 
plaintiff  in  error  could  not  be  convicted  and  punished  as  for 
a  second  offense;  therefore,  regardless  of  the  question  of 
whether  the  evidence  was  competent  for  any  purpose,  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  question  arises  whether 
upon  the  record  the  plaintiff  in  error  should  have  been  pun- 
ished as  for  a  first  offense.  The  admission  of  evidence  of 
former  conviction  is  attempted  to  be  justified  by  coimsel  for 
the  state  on  the  theory  that  it  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  a  prior  conviction  only,  and  not  on  the  question  of 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  of  the  offense 
charged,  and  further  that  it  was  admissible  as  tending  to  affect 
the  credibility  of  the  accused  as  a  witness.  But  the  difficulty 
with  this  contention  is  that  the  state  proved,  over  objection, 
the  former  conviction  in  making  its  case,  and  the  testimony 
at  that  stage  of  the  proceeding  was  clearly  inadmissible  under 
the  complaint  for  any  purpose,  hence  was  reversible  error. 
Paulson  V.  State,  118  Wis.  89,  94  N.  W.  Y71. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  on 
cross-examination,  over  objection,  testified  to  the  former  con- 
viction ;  but  upon  the  whole  record  we  are  satisfied  that  this 
was  not  sufficient  to  cure  or  waive  the  error  committed  by 
proof  on  the  part  of  the  state  of  such  conviction  in  making 
out  its  case.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  not  obliged  to  go  upon 
the  stand  in  his  own  defense,  and  he  may  have  been  forced  to 
do  so  in  consequence  of  the  improper  testimony  admitted  on 
the  part  of  the  state.  It  cannot  be  said  that  he  was  not  preju- 
diced by  the  admission  of  such  highly  prejudicial  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  state  from  the  fact  that  testimony  of  former 
conviction  was  drawn  out  upon  cross-examination.  Paulson 
V.  State,  supra. 

2.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  sen- 
tenced for  a  second  offense,  on  the  ground  that  the  proof  does 
not  show  a  prior  conviction  within  the  time  contemplated  by 
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the  statute.  The  statute  provides  that  "in  case  of  a  second 
or  any  subsequent  conviction  of  the  same  person  during  any 
year  the  punishment  shall  be  by  both  fine  and  imprisonment." 
Stats.  1898,  sec-  1550.  The  evidence  tends  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  in  error  was  convicted  on  July  3,  1903,  and  the  rec- 
ord shows  that  he  was  convicted  of  a  second  offense  January 
26,  1904,  and  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error 
that  the  second  offense  was  not  within  the  time  contemplated 
by  the  statute.  Counsel  contends  that  the  words  of  the  stat- 
ute "during  any  year"  mean  a  calendar  year,  and,  therefore, 
the  conviction  not  being  within  the  same  calendar  year,  there 
was  no  second  conviction  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
The  argument  of  Counsel  upon  this  assignment  of  error  is  able 
and  ingenious,  but  we  cannot  adopt  his  conclusions.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  the  year  contemplated  by  the  statute  is  a  pe- 
riod of  365  days,  and  that  a  second  conviction  within  that 
period  is  within  the  statute.  If  the  contention  of  counsel  be 
correct,  a  person  convicted  of  a  first  offense  the  latter  part  of 
December  one  year  and  of  a  second  the  fore  part  of  January 
the  following  year  could  not  be  punished  upon  a  second  con- 
viction as  for  a  second  offense  within  this  statute.  We  do 
not  think  such  is  a  proper  construction  of  the  statute.  We 
think  that  the  words  "during  any  year"  mean  the  ensuing 
year  from  the  date  of  the  first  conviction.  U.  8.  v.  Dickson, 
15  Pet  141 ;  State  v.  Adams,  64  N.  H.  440, 13  Atl.  786. 

Other  errors  assigned  need  not  be  considered,  since  the 
questions  presented  under  them  are  not  likely  to  arise  upon 
another  triaL 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 
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State  ex  bel.  Pabst  Beewing  Company  vs.  Cabpenteb, 
County  Judge,  and  another. 

May  12— June  21,  1906. 

Taxation:  Inheritances:  Determining  value:  Powers  of  county  court: 
Compelling  corporation  to  produce  hooka,  etc 

Ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  impoaing  a  tax  upon  inheritances  and  author- 
izing the  county  court,  with  or  without  the  appointment  of  an 
appraiser,  to  ascertalh  and  determine  the  value  of  the  estate, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  etc.^ 
does  not  empower  the  court  to  compel  a  corporation  In  which 
the  decedent  was  a  stockholder  to  produce  its  private  books 
and  papers  in  court  to  aid  in  determining  the  value  of  the  stock 
so  held. 

Pboijibition  to  the  county  court  of  Milwaukee  county: 
Paux  D.  Caepenteb,  Counter  Judge.  Peremptory  writ 
awarded. 

This  is  an  alternative  writ  of  prohibition  issued  by  this 
court  to  the  county  court  of  Milwaukee  county,  March  28, 
1906.  It  appears  from  the  verified  petition  for  and  the  re- 
turn to  the  writ  that  Frederick  Pabst  of  Milwaukee  died  tes- 
tate January  1,  1904,  leaving  a  very  large  estate.  His  will 
was  admitted  to  probate  February  3,  ,1904,  and  executors  ap- 
pointed and  qualified.  The  executors  filed  an  inventory  of 
said  estate  showing,  among  other  things,  that  said  deceased 
at  the  time  of  his  death  was  the  owner  and  holder  of  1,918 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  relator  of  the  face  value 
of  $1,000  per  share.  December  29,  1904,  the  executors  pre- 
sented to  the  county  treasurer  a  statement  of  the  property  be- 
longing to  said  estate,  with  provisional  valuations  and  a  com- 
putation of  the  amount  due  the  state  for  the  tax  prescribed 
by  ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  and  paid  the  same  to  such  treasurer, 
subject  to  correction  and  readjustment  on  final  determina- 
tion, and  without  waiver  of  the  right  to  insist  on  the  return 
of  the  same  in  case  the  act  should  be  held  to  be  invalid,  and 
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took  a  receipt  duly  countersigned  for  the  amount  so  paid.  De- 
cember 14,  1905,  the  county  court,  on  petition  of  the  secre- 
tary of  state,  therein  ordered  that  February  1,  1906,  or  as 
soon  thereafter  as  said  petition  could  be  heard,  the  matters 
therein  should  be  heard  before  said  county  court,  without  the 
appointment  of  any  appraisers,  at  the  courthouse  in  Milwau- 
kee, at  which  time  and  place  the  county  court  would  hear  evi- 
dence and  determine  the  cash  value  of  said  estate  and  the 
amount  of  such  inheritance  tax.  Thereafter,  and  upon  such 
hearing,  the  value  of  said  stock  was  in  controversy.  Without 
offering  other  evidence  the  state  demanded  the  production  of 
the  books  and  records  of  the  relator,  and  on  March  19,  1906, 
a  subpoena  was  served  upon  the  secretary  of  the  relator  re- 
quiring him  to  appear  before  said  county  judge  on  the  next 
day  and  then  and  there  give  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  state  in 
said  matter,  and  then  and  there  to  have  "the  trial  balances 
made  out  and  prepared  by  the  Pabd  Brewing  Company  about 
January  1,  1903,  and  January  1,  1904,  and  all  the  books  of 
account,  cash  books,  ledgers,  stock  books,  and  other  books,  pa- 
pers, and  documents  from  which  said  trial  balances  were  made 
out  or  prepared  and  belonging  to  said  company."  A  subpoena 
was  also  issued  and  served  upon  the  president  of  said  corpora- 
tion, who  was  also  one  of  the  executors  of  said  will,  requiring 
him  to  appear  at  the  same  time  and  place,  and  then  and  there 
to  have  "all  the  private  books  of  account  kept  by  said  Fred- 
erick Pabst  and  all  papers  and  certificates  of  stock  and  other 
documents  bearing  upon  or  relating  to  the  stock  of  the  Pabst 
Brewing  Company  owned  by  said  Frederick  Pabst  and  all 
books  of  account  kept  by  the  executors  of  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  said  Frederick  Pabst,  deceased." 

At  said  hearing  the  said  executor  did  have,  and  was  ready 
to  produce,  all  the  books  and  papers  mentioned  in  said  last 
subpoena  issued  to  said  executor.  The  state  then  and  there 
demanded  the  production  of  the  books  and  papers  mentioned 
in  the  first  subpoena  so  issued  to  the  relator's  secretary  for  the 
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purpose  of  using  the  same  as  evidence  in  said  matter.  The 
relator  then  and  there  objected  to  such  production  and  use 
and  claimed  that  the  said  county  court  had  no  right  to  re- 
quire the  same.  The  relator  alleges  that  under  the  act  men- 
tioned the  inheritance  tax  prescribed  was  to  be  laid  upon  the 
fair  market  value  of  such  stock ;  whereas,  the  only  value  which 
could  be  established  from  such  books  and  papers  would  be  the 
book  value  thereof,  which  is  not  the  market  value  thereof  and 
is  not  material  or  pertinent  upon  the  inquiry  before  the  county 
court,  but  that  upon  such  hearing  said  executors  offered  to 
produce  the  trial  balances  for  several  years  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  deceased ;  that  the  relator  is  a  corporation  with  a  cap- 
ital stock  of  $10,000,000  owned  by  about  twenty  stockholders, 
and  does  business  and  owns  property  in  nearly  all  the  states 
of  the  Union;  that  to  submit  all  its  books  and  papers  to  in- 
spection and  expert  investigation  would  be  a  grievous  burden 
and  great  expense  to  the  relator,  and  would  not  tend  to  estab- 
lish the  market  value  of  its  stock  or  the  value  upon  which 
such  inheritance  tax  should  be  calculated.  The  relator  claims 
that  the  county  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  pro- 
duction of  its  books  and  papers  for  the  inspection  of  expert 
bookkeepers  or  counsel  for  the  state,  and  also  denies  the  va- 
lidity of  the  act  mentioned. 

The  county  court  overruled  each  and  all  of  such  objections 
and  claims  made  by  the  relator.  The  alternative  writ  of  pro- 
hibition commands  the  county  court  to  desist  from  further 
proceedings  to  compel  the  relator  to  produce  its  books  and  pa- 
pers upon  the  appraisal  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  to 
show  cause  why  the  peremptory  writ  should  not  issue  as 
prayed. 

For  the  relator  there  was  a  brief  by  Winhler,  Flanders, 
Smith,  Bottum  &  Fawsett,  attorneys,  and  Hugh  Ryan,  of 
counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr,  F.  C.  Winkler  and  Mr, 
Ryan.  They  argued,  among  other  things,  that  this  is  a  new 
law  imposing  special  and  onerous  burdens  in  addition  to  gen- 
eral taxes.    It  is  not  to  be  extended  beyond  the  express  terms 
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of  its  provisions.  In  re  Enston,  113  N.  T.  174,  177,  178 ; 
In  re  Bishop,  82  App.  Div.  112,  116.  Inquisitorial  methods 
can  be  justified  no  further  than  they  are  authorized  by  posi- 
tive law.  The  facts  sought  to  be  shown  can  be  readily  proven 
by  the  testimony  of  witnesses.  The  books  of  the  corporation 
are  not  competent  or  original  evidence  against  the  executors 
or  those  whom  they  represent  in  this  proceeding.  If  the  as- 
sets and  liabilities  of  a  third  person  are  a  material  fact  to  be 
determined  in  the  controversy  in  the  county  court,  the  state- 
ments which  that  party  has  made  upon  his  priviate  books  on 
the  subject  are  not  competent  evidence.  It  is  mere  hearsay. 
And  of  course  it  matters  not  that  the  third  person  is  a  corpo- 
ration. The  facts  must  be  proven  by  testimony  under  oath. 
These  rules  would  govern  if  the  appraisal  were  a  regular  judi- 
cial proceeding.  They  become  more  emphatic  when  it  is  re- 
membered that  the  county  court  in  making  this  appraisal  acts 
in  the  capacity  of  an  "assessing  or  taxing  oflSccr"  only.  Our 
law  is  taken  from  New  York ;  and  it  was  so  held  by  the  high- 
est authority  in  that  state.  Estate  of  Wolfe,  137  K  T.  205 ; 
Weston  V.  Ooodrich,  86  Hun,  194;  Dos  Passes,  Inheritance 
Tax  Law  (2d  ed.)  §  50.^  That  a  corporation  will  not  be  or- 
dered to  open  and  submit  its  books  and  papers  to  examina- 
tion in  an  action  or  proceeding  to  which  it  is  not  a  party,  see 
Henry  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  35  Fed.  15 ;  In  re  Horgan,  97 
Fed.  319 ;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  N.  C.  Corp.  Comm.  104  Fed. 
700.  We  do  not  deny  the  efficiency  of  a  subpoena  duces  tecum 
to  compel  a  third  person  to  produce  a  document  or  written  in- 
strument pf  any  kind  in  his  possession  which  is  material  to 
litigants.  But  we  do  submit  that  it  must  be  an  instrument  or 
writing  which  has  probative  force  upon  the  controversy  in 
litigation.  These  books,  as  evidence  of  what  property  the  cor- 
poration owned  or  what  it  was  worth,  stand  upon  the  same 
looting  with  the  official  report  of  the  officers  of  a  national 
bank  to  the  comptroller  of  the  currency,  which  proves  nothing. 
Patterson  v.  Plummer,  10  N.  Dak.  95,  86  IT.  W.  111. 

The  Attorney  General,  and  T.  C.  Richmond,  special  coun- 
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sel,  for  the  defendants.  They  contended,  inter  aliaj  that  in 
the  absence  of  a  known  market  value  the  proper  method  of 
proving  the.  market  value  of  corporate  stock  is  by  proof  of  its 
actual  value.  2  Cook,  Corp.  (5th  ed.)  §  581;  1  Spelling, 
Priv.  Corp.  §  499;  Greer  v.  Lafayette  Co.  Bank,  128  Mo. 
559;  Brinkerhoff-Farris  T.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Home  L.  Co.  118 
Mo.  587;  State  ex  rel.  v.  Carpenter,  51  Ohio  St.  83;  Freon 
V.  Carriage  Co.  42  Ohio  St  30 ;  Beaty  v.  Johnston,  66  Ark. 
529 ;  Hitchcock  v.  McElrath,  72  CaL  565 ;  Hewitt  v.  State, 
118  Mo.  463;  McDonald  v.  Danahy,  196  111.  133,  63  N.  E. 
648;  Moffitt  v.  Hereford,  132  Mo.  513,  34  S.  W.  252;  Mc- 
Elroy,  Transfer  Tax  Law  of  N.  Y.  §  317 ;  Estate  of  Brand- 
reth,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  1092.  To  aid  in  determining  such  value 
in  this  case  the  county  court  has  jurisdiction  to  order  the  pro- 
duction of  the  books  of  the  relator  corporation.  As  to  the  au- 
thority of  a  court  to  compel  a  corporation  not  a  party  to  pro- 
duce its  books,  see  Wertheim  v.  Corit.  R.  &  T.  Co.  15  Fed. 
716 ;  Johnson  S.  St.  B.  Co.  v.  North  B.  S.  Co.  48  Fed.  191 ; 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  61  Fed.  46 ;  In  re  Hirsch,  74 
Fed.  928.  In  other  cases  the  doctrine  of  the  Wertheim  Case, 
above  cited,  in  its  broadest  application,  is  seemingly  doubted. 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  N.  C.  Corp.  Comm.  104  Fed.  700 ;  Henry 
V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  35  Fed.  15 ;  In  re  Pac.  R.  Comm.  32 
Fed.  241,  250;  Crocker-Wheeler  Co.  v.  Bullock^  134  Fed. 
241 ;  Perry  v.  Rubber  T.  W.  Co.  138  Fed.  836.  But  the  rule 
remains  unshaken  that  production  of  books  may  be  compelled 
where,  a&  here,  it  is  necessary  and  vital  to  the  interests  of  the 
parties,  and  where  they  are  relevant  and  the  evidence  sought 
cannot  be  obtained  in  any  other  way.  See,  also.  Bull  v.  Love- 
land,  10  Pick.  9 ;  U.  S.  Exp.  Co.  v.  Henderson,  69  Iowa,  40, 
28  N.  W.  426;  3  Jones,  Ev.  §  802;  Stats.  1898,  sec  4053; 
Winder  v.  Diffenderffer,  2  Bland  (Md.)  166. 

Oassoday,  C.  J.    This  court  took  original  jurisdiction  in 
this  case  because  it  involved  the  validity  of  ch.  44,  Laws  of 
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1903,  and  the  same  question  was  involved  in  another  action 
pending  before  us  on  an  order  for  re-argument,  and  so  it  was 
desirable  that  such  question  should  be  fully  argued  before 
determination.  The  decision  in  that  case  has  made  it  unnec- 
essary to  say  anything  further  about  the  validity  of  that  act 
in  this  case.  Nunnemacher  v.  State,  post,  p.  190,  108  IN.  W. 
C27.  As  indicated  in  the  foregoing  statement,  the  executors 
of  Frederick  Pabst,  deceased,  in  obedience  to  the  subpoena 
duces  tecum  served  upon  them,  brought  into  the  county  court, 
and  were- ready  to  produce,  "all  the  private  books  of  account 
kept  by"  said  deceased,  "and  all  papers  and  certificates  of 
stock  and  other  documents  bearing  upon  or  relating  to  the 
stock  of  the  Pabst  Brewing  Company  owned  by  said"  de- 
ceased, "and  all  books  of  account  kept  by  the  executors  of  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  said  deceased."  But  the  relator  did 
not  obey  the  subpoena  dv/^es  tecum  so  served  upon  its  secretary 
and  bring  into  court  its  'T)ooks  of  account,  cash  books,  ledgers, 
stock  books,  and  other  books,  papers,  and  documents,"  and 
its  "trial  balances  made  out  and  prepared"  about  January  1, 
1903,  and  January  1,  1904,  nor  any  of  them,  on  the  alleged 
ground  that  the  county  court  had  no  authority  or  jurisdiction 
to  compel  such  production. 

The  question,  sharply  presented,  is  whether  the  county 
■court  had  such  authority  and  jurisdiction.  As  indicated,  the 
deceased  was  a  large  stockholder  in  the  relator  at  the  time  of 
his  death.  The  state  contends  that  it  became  essential  for 
the  coimty  court  "to  ascertain  the  fair  market  value"  of  such 
stock  in  order  "to  determine  the  inlieritance  tax"  that  the 
estate  was  required  to  pay,  and  the  state  concedes  that  "this 
is  practically  the  only  property  in  the  state  concerning  which 
there  is  controversy  as  to  the  proper  valuation."  .The  relator 
concedes,  in  the  language  of  the  act,  that  "the  tax  so  im- 
posed" is  to  "be  upon  the  clear  market  value  of  such  prop- 
erty." Sec  1,  subd.  6.  The  relator  also  concedes  that  such 
value  is  to  be  determined  either  by  the  appraiser,  appointed 
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for  that  purpose  under  sees.  13  and  14  of  the  act,  or  by  the 
county  court,  as  prescribed  by  sec.  15  of  the  act  In  case  an 
appraiser  is  appointed,  he  is  therein  required  to  fix  and  ap- 
praise the  property  ''at  its  fair  market  value,  .  .  .  and  for 
that  purpose  the  said  appraiser  is  authorized  to  issue  sub- 
poenas and  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  before  him 
and  to  take  the  evidence  of  such  witnesses  under  oath  concern- 
ing such  property  and  the  value  thereof;  and  he  shall  make 
report  thereof  and  of  such  value  in  writing,  to  the  said  county 
court,  together  with  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  examined, 
and  such  other  facts  in  relation  thereto  and  to  the  said  mat- 
ter as  the  said  county  court  may  order  or  require."  Sec.  14. 
And  then,  after  requiring  "the  county  court  from  such  report 
and  other  proofs  relating  to  any  such  estate"  to  "determine 
the  cash  value  of  such  estate  and  the  amount  of  tax  to  which 
the  same  is  liable,"  the  act  provides  as  follows : 

"Or  the  coimty  court  without  appointing  an  appraiser,  upon 
giving  twenty  days'  notice  ...  of  the  time  and  place  of 
hearing,  may  at  the  time  so  fixed  hear  evidence  and  deter- 
mine the  cash  value  of  such  estate  and  the  amount  of  tax  ta 
which  the  same  is  liable."    Sec.  15. 

Another  section  of  the  act  declares : 

"The  county  court  .  .  .  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  all  questions  arising  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  and  to  do  any  act  in  relation  thereto  authorized  by  law  to 
be  done  by  a  county  court  in  other  matters  or  proceedings  com- 
ing within  its  jurisdiction."    Sec.  12. 

The  language  of  the  act  seems  to  authorize  the  coimty  court, 
with  or  without  the  appointment  of  an  appraiser,  to  ascer- 
tain and  determine  such  value  of  said  estate,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  taking  of 
their  testimony  under  oath.  This  seems  to  be  conceded  by  the 
relator. 

The  mere  fact  that  competent,  material,  and  relevant  testi- 
mony may  be  contained  in  the  books  of  a  third  party  or  a  cor- 
poration, and  that  it  is  inconvenient  to  produce  them  in  court,. 
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is  no  excuse  for  disobeying  a  subpoena.  Wertheim  v.  Conti- 
nental R.  &  T.  Go.  15  Fed.  716;  U.  8.  v.  Babcoch,  3  DilL 
566,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,484;  Johnson  8.  8t.  R.  Co.  v.  North 
B.  8.  Co.  48  Fed.  191, 195 ;  Amey  v.  Long,  1  Camp.  14. 

The  relator  contends  that  the  county  court  had  no  power 
to  compel  the  production  of  its  private  books  and  papers  for 
inspection.  The  merQ  fact  that  the  stock  in  question  was  is- 
sued by  the  relator  did  not  make  it  a  party  to  the  controversy 
in  respect  to  its  value.  That  controversy  was  between  the 
executors  of  the  estate  and  the  state  of  Wisconsin.  Since  the 
relator  was  not  a  party  to  that  controversy,  it  is  very  obvioua 
that  the  case  presented  does  not  come  within  the  statutes  re- 
quiring a  party  to  produce  books,  papers,  and  documents,  or 
copies  thereof,  or  to  give  permission  to  take  such  copies.  Sees. 
4096,  4183  et  seq..  Stats.  1898.  Nor  is  there  any  claim  that 
such  books  and  papers  of  the  relator  contain  any  entries  or 
admissions  made  by  the  deceased  respecting  such  value  of  the 
stock  in  question  or  otherwise.  Sec.  4189,  Stats.  1898.  See 
State  Bank  v.  Brown,  165  N.  Y.  216,  59  K  E.  1.  True,  the 
secretary  of  state  alleges,  upon  information  and  belief,  that 
there  is  "no  other  way  of  getting  at  the  fair  market  value  of 
said  stock  than  by  examining  the  books  of  said  relator."  But 
he  fails  to  show  how  that  way  would  be  effectual;  besides, 
such  allegation  was  put  in  issue  by  the  relator,  and  there  is 
no  proof  nor  showing  of  any  facts  in  support  of  it.  Whatever 
entries,  statements,  or  memoranda  may  be  contained  in  such 
books  and  papers  must  be  regarded  as  having  been  put  there- 
in by  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  relator  and  for  its  private 
use  or  benefit  The  question  recurs  whether  the  relator  is 
compellable  to  produce  such  private  entries,  statements,  and 
memoranda  for  inspection  in  the  controversy  between  the 
other  parties  mentioned. 

In  an  English  case,  cited  by  counsel  for  the  state,  the  court 
refused  to  compel  the  secretary  and  solicitor  of  a  railway  com- 
pany to  produce  certain  books  and  documents,  because  the  di- 
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rectors  of  the  corporation  were  not  parties  to  the  controversy 
and  refused  to  allow  him  to  do  so.  Crowther  v.  Appleby,  L.  E. 
«  C.  P.  Cas.  23.  See  Doe  d.  Haden  v.  Burton,  9  C.  &  P.  254. 
It  has  been  held  in  New  York : 

"The  books  of  a  bank,  not  kept  by  either  of  the  parties  to 
an  action,  nor  relating  to  transactions  between  them,  but  re- 
ferring solely  to  transactions  between  the  defendant  and  the 
bank,  are  not  competent  evidence,  between  the  parties,  to  show 
the  amount  of  paper  which  has  been  discounted  by  the  bank 
for  the  defendant  and  the  number  of  notes  so  discounted  and 
renewed.  And  a  statement  made  up  from  such  books  is  equally 
incompetent.''     Perrine  v,  Hotchkiss,  58  Barb.  77. 

To  the  same  effect:  I  sham  v.  8  chafer,  60  Barb.  317;  State 
Bartk  v.  Brown,  165  N.  Y.  216,  59  N.  E.  1,  53  L.  E.  A.  513. 
In  the  note  to  this  last  citation  it  is  said : 

"The  general  rule  is  that  a  person's  books  of  account  can- 
not be  used  as  evidence  upon  issues  between  third  persons; 
that  entries  in  such  books  as  to  such  third  persons  are  res  inter 
alios  acta  and  cannot  be  used  against  persons  not  parties  to 
them." 

To  the  same  effect :  2  Ency.  of  Ev.  667 ;  Kerns  v.  McKean, 
65  Cal.  411,  4  Pac.  404;  Treat  v.  Barber,  7  Conn.  274;  Mer- 
cier  V,  CopeUn,  73  Ga.  636 ;  Powers  v.  H,  &  L.  R.  Co.  33 
Ohio  St.  429 ;  Martin  Brown  Go.  v.  Perrill,  77  Tex.  199,  13 
S.  W.  975]  Holt  V.  Pie,  120  Pa.  St.  425,  14  Atl.  389;  Min- 
ion V.  Underwood  L.  Co.  79  Wis.  646,  48  N.  W.  857.  So,  in 
a  case  cited  by  counsel  for  the  state  it  was  held  that: 

"The  court  will  not  grant  a  motion  to  compel  the  opening 
of  the  records  of  a  corporation  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  but 
whose  records,  it  is  claimed,  would  disclose  something  of  im- 
portance to  the  litigation."  Henry  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  35 
Fed.  15. 

In  the  absence  of  circumstances  not  present  here,  such  sup- 
posed entries  and  statements  made  in  the  books,  papers,  and 
documents  of  the  relator  by  its  officers  or  agents  have  no  more 
probative  force  as  evidence  in  court,  in  the  controversy  be- 
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tween  the  executors  and  the  state  of  Wwconsin,  than  oral  dec- 
larations to  the  same  effect,  made  by  the  same  officers  or  agents^ 
would  have  had.  Such  entries  and  statements  were  obviously 
mere  hearsay  made  by  third  parties  without  the  sanction  of 
an  oath.  Such  are  the  rules  of  evidence  applicable  in  regular 
judicial  proceedings. 

Counsel  for  the  relator  claim  that  such  rules  should  be  ap- 
plied with  more  stringency  in  a  case  where,  as  here,  the  county 
court  was  acting  as  an  appraiser  and  engaged  in  securing  wit- 
nesses and  hearing  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  stock  in 
question.  In  support  of  such  contention  counsel  cite  a  case 
in  New  York,  where,  "under  the  provisions  of  the  collateral 
inheritance  act,"  it  was  held : 

"In  reference  to  fixing  the  value  of  property  for  the  pur- 
pose of  assessment  and  taxation,  the  surrogate  is  made  the 
assessing  and  taxing  officer  and  as  such  is  the  representative 
of  the  state."  Estate  of  Wolf  e,lS7  K  Y.  205,  33  K  E.  15«. 
See,  also.  Estate  of  Vllmann,  137  N.  Y.  403,  407,  33  N.  E. 
480;  Amherst  College  v.  Bitch,  151  N.  Y.  282,  343,  45  N.  E. 
876. 

But  in  another  case  in  that  state,  cited  by  the  same  counsel, 
it  is  said  by  the  court : 

"The  statute  does  not  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  surro- 
gate's court  as  such,  in  the  first  instance,  to  assess  and  deter- 
mine the  tax.  The  surrogate,  as  a  taxing  officer,  after  the 
appraiser  has  appraised  the  property,  enters  his  order  fixing 
the  tax  'as  of  course,'  and  thereafter  any  person  aggrieved 
may  appeal  therefrom  to  the  surrogate.  ...  It  is  clear  that 
the  initial  steps  which  the  statute  requires  the  surrogates  to 
take  are  those  of  taxing  officers,  and  not  of  judges."  Westorb 
V.  Goodrich,  86  Hun,  194, 199,  200,  33  K  Y.  Supp.  382. 

But,  as  indicated,  our  ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  authorizes  the 
county  court,  with  or  without  the  appointment  of  an  ap- 
praiser, to  ascertain  and  determine  the  value  of  the  estate  and 
to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  taking  of  their 
testimony  under  oath.  But  there'  is  nothing  in  the  statutes 
authorizing  the  coimty  court,  whether  acting  as  a  judicial 
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tribunal  or  as  an  appraiser,  to  compel  a  third  party,  under 
the  facts  and  circumstances  presented  in  this  record,  to  pro- 
duce his  or  its  private  books,  papers,  and  documents  for  in- 
spection, and  certainly  the  county  court  has  no  such  power 
in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority. 

Upon  the  case  presented  and  the  rules  of  procedure  sanc- 
tioned by  this  court,  the  relator  is  entitled  to  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibition. State  ex  rel.  Att'y  Gen,  v.  Circuit  Judge,  97  Wis. 
1,  15,  72  N.  W.  193;  State  ex  rel.  Rose  v,  Superior  Court, 
105  Wis.  651,  81  N.  W.  1046.  No  costs  allowed,  except  the 
relator  must  pay  the  fees  of  the  clBrk  of  this  court. 

By  the  Court, — The  peremptory  writ  of  prohibition  is 
hereby  awarded  as  prayed  by  the  relator. 


NuxNEMACHER,  Trustec,  vs.  The  State. 

May  IJr-June  21,  1906, 

Inheritance  taxes:  Constitutional  law:  Inherent  rights  as  to  property: 
Taxation  not  limited  to  property:  Uniformity  in  rule  of  taxa- 
tion: Equal  rights  and  equal  protection  of  the  laws:  Discrimina- 
tion between  different  classes  of  relatives,  etc:  Reasonable  ex- 
emptions: Progressive  rates:  Levy  of  taxes  by  legislature:  Fix- 
ing value  of  inheritance:  Imposing  nonjudicial  duties  on  court. 

1,  The  right  to  transmit  property  by  descent  or  by  wiU  is  an  in- 

herent right  protected  by  the  constitution  and,  though  subject 
to  reasonable  regulation,  cannot  be  wholly  taken  away  or  sub- 
stantially impaired  by  the  legislature. 

2.  Inheritance  or  succession  taxes  may  be  levied  by  the  legislature 

in  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  reasonable  regulation  and  taxa- 
tion of  transfers  of  property. 

Z.  Inheritance  taxes  are  not  taxes  upon  property,  but  upon  the  right 
to  receive  property. 

4.  Sec.  1,  art.  VIII,  Const  (providing  that  "the  rule  of  taxation 
shall  be  uniform,  and  taxes  shall  be  levied  upon  such  property 
as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe"),  does  not  by  implied  exclu- 
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sion  limit  taxation  to  property  taxation  or  prohibit  the  levying 
of  excise  taxes. 

5.  The  rule,  expressio  unius  est  exclu3io  alteriua,  like  all  other 

mere  rules  of  construction  applied  to  ambiguous  words,  yields 
to  proof  of  facts  and  circumstances  which  satisfactorily  dem- 
onstrates that  the  meaning  intended  was  different. 

6.  The  proceedings  of  the  constitutional  convention,  the  decisions 

of  this  court,  and  the  practical  construction  given  to  the  taxing 
power  of  the  government  for  more  than  fifty  years  concur  to 
show  that  such  power  is  not  limited  to  property  alone. 

7.  Taxation  of  railroads  under  ch.  74,  Laws  of  1854,  and  under  the 

license  system  in  use  from  1860  to  1903,  was  not  taxation  of 
property  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const.,  but  was 
excise  taxation  upon  the  privilege  of  transacting  business.  So, 
also,  the  license  fees  exacted  from  other  public  service  corpora- 
tions whose  property  is  exempted  from  taxation,  and  from  do- 
mestic insurance  companies,  are  privilege  or  occupation  taxes. 

«.  The  clause  in  sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const,  "the  rule  of  taxation  shall 
be  uniform,"  if  applicable  to  excise  taxation  at  all,  means  no 
more  than  the  general  equality  clauses  of  the  state  con3titution 
or  the  guaranty  of  "the  equal  protection  of  the  laws"  in  the 
XlVth  amendment  to  the  federal  constitution.  It  means  only 
that  such  taxation  shall  not  unjustly  discriminate,  but  shall 
operate  alike  upon  all  persons  similarly  situated. 

*$.  Classification  between  lineal  and  collateral  relatives  and  strangers, 
with  different  rates,  and  a  reasonable  exemption  of  small  es- 
tates, as  provided  for  in  the  Inheritance  tax  law  of  1903  (ch. 
44),  do  not  violate  the  rule  of  uniformity  or  the  principle  of  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws;  nor  does  the  progressive  feature 
of  the  act,  by  which  increased  rates  are  Imposed  as  the  amount 
of  the  bequest  or  inheritance  Increases. 

10.  Sec.  5,  art  VIII,  Const   (which  declares  that  "the  legislature 

shall  provide  for  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  defray  the  esti- 
mated expenses  of  the  state  for  each  year;  and  whenever  the 
expenses  of  any  year  shall  exceed  the  income,  the  legislature 
shall  provide  for  levying  a  tax  for  the  ensuing  year,  sufficient 
with  other  sources  of  income,  to  pay  the  deficiency  as  well  as 
the  estimated  expenses  of  such  ensuing  year"),  is  intended 
merely  as  a  regulation  or  provision  covering  the  levy  of  a  di- 
rect tax  upon  property,  if  such  a  tax  be  necessary,  and  does 
not  apply  to  excise  taxation. 

11.  That  part  of  ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  which  provides  that  the  county 

court,  as  an  incident  in  the  settlement  of  an  estate,  shall  de- 
termine the  value  of  the  property  inherited  or  bequeathed,  as  a 
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basis  for  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  tax  as  fixed  by  the 
law,  does  not  impose  nonjudicial  or  merely  administratiye  du- 
ties upon  the  court 

Dodge,  J.,  dissenting,  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  requirement 
of  sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const,  that  "the  rule  of  taxation  shall  be 
uniform,"  is  applicable  to  all  taxation,  whether  on  property  as 
a  subject  or,  by  excise,  on  occupations,  transfers,  and  the  like, 
classification  of  the  subjects  of  taxation  being  permitted,  pro- 
vided uniformity  in  the  class  is  maintained;  that  amount  or 
value  of  property  or  right  is  not  a  legitimate  distinction  ger- 
mane to  a  classification  of  it  for  varying  rates  of  a  tax  or  ex- 
cise based  on  value;  and  that,  even  if  the  uniformity  clause 
has  no  application  to  taxation  by  excise,  yet  the  general  equal- 
ity clauses  of  the  constitution  prohibit  such  discrimination 
between  individuals  as  is  involved  in  the  progressive  feature 
of  the  act  of  1903,  under  which  the  rate  varies  according  to 
the  magnitude  of  the  bequest  or  inheritance. 

Cassodat,  C.  J.,  dissenting,  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  act  of 
1903  imposes  a  tax  upon  property  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1, 
art  VIII,  Const,  and  that  the  classification  provided  for  In  the 
act,  founded  upon  mere  difterences  in  value,  is  purely  arbitrary 
and  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  equal  rights. 

Action  commenced  in  this  court  against  the  state.  Com- 
plaint dismissed. 

The  cause  was  first  argued  on  December  18,  1905. 

For  the  plaintiff  there  was  a  brief  by  Ryan,  Ogden  &  Bot- 
turn,  attorneys,  and  separate  briefs  by  Charles  Quarles  emd 
by  Alfred  L.  Cary,  of  counsel,  and  the  cause  was  argued 
orally  by  Mr.  Quarles  and  Mr,  L,  M.  Ogden,  They  con- 
tended that  ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  is  void  as  being  in  violation 
of  sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const.,  and  argued  at  length  the  follow- 
ing propositions:  (1)  The  right  to  take  property  by  will,  in- 
testate laws,  or  gift  is  a  natural  right,  guaranteed  by  the  con- 
stitution, and  not  one  either  derived  from  or  which  can  be 
taken  away  by  the  legislature.  (2)  The  act  in  question  im- 
poses a  tax,  not  upon  property,  but  upon  the  right  or  priv- 
ilege of  taking  property  in  the  various  methods  prescribed 
in  the  act  Estate  of  Wilmerding,  117  Cal.  281 ;  Estate  of 
Stanford,  26  Cal.  12 ;  Kochersperger  v,  Drake,  167  HI.  122 ; 
State  V,  Ilamlin,  86  Me.  495;  In  re  Inheritance  Tax,  23 
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Colo.  492 ;  Union  T.  Co.  v.  Wayne  Probate  Judge,  125  MicL 
487;  State  ex  rel.  Fath  v.  Henderson,  160  Mo.  190;  Gels- 
thorpe  V.  Furnell,  20  Mont.  299 ;  Dixon  v.  Bicketts,  26  Wash. 
215,  72  Pac.  947;  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz  v.  Ferris,  53  Ohio 
St  314,  41  K  E.  579 ;  Hagerty  v.  State  ex  rel.  55  Ohio  St. 
613,  45  X.  E.  1046 ;  Brown  v.  Elder,  32  Colo.  527,  77  Pac. 
853 ;  State  ex  rel.  Sanderson  v.  Mann,  76  Wis.  469 ;  Black 
V.  State,  113  Wis.  205,  222.  (3)  Sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const, 
must  be  construed  to  limit  the  taxing  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  the  imposition  of  taxes  upon  property  only.  The 
maxim  expressio  unius  est  exclusio  altcrius  applies.  Mil- 
waukee &  M.  R.  Co.  V.  Waukesha  Co.  9  Wis.  399,  440  (argu- 
ment of  E.  G.  Ryan)  ;  Wis.  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor  Co.  52 
Wis.  37,  95 ;  State  v.  Gilman,  33  W.  Va.  146,  6  L.  R  A.  847 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Wrightson,  66  N.  J.  Law,  126,  22 
L.  R.  A.  548,  555 ;  People  ex  rel.  Mooney  v.  Hutchinson,  172 
IJl.  486,  40  L.  R.  A.  770,  772 ;  Cougar  v.  Timherlake,  148 
Ind.  88,  37  L.  R.  A.  644,  650;  Ex  rpaHe  Arnold,  128  Mo. 
256,  33  L.  R  A.  386,  390;  Little  Beaver  Tp.  Election:  Mc- 
Cowin's  App.  165  Pa.  St  233,  27  L.  R.  A.  234,  235 ;  People 
V.  Draper,  15  X.  Y.  532,  543,  544;  Spier  v.  Baker,  120  Cal. 
370,  41  L.  R.  A.  196,  199 ;  Parker  v.  Hughes,  64  Kan.  216, 
56  L.  R.  A.  275;  Cooley,  Const  Lim.  (7th  ed.)  99;  State 
ex  rel.  New  Richmond  v.  Davidson,  114  Wis.  563,  578. 
(4)  Should  the  court  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  legislature 
has  the  power  to  impose  taxes  upon  rights  or  privileges  other 
than  property,  the  act  in  question  is  void  for  the  reason  that 
it  violates  the  constitution,  because  it  does  not  tax  such  rights 
by  a  uniform  rule. 

In  the  separate  brief  of  Mr.  Quarles,  among  other  things, 
he  considered  more  fully,  as  an  historical  question  and  other- 
wise, the  doctrine  that  inheritance  is  a  privilege;  its  justifi- 
cation ;  and  the  results  which  would  flow  from  it 

Mr.  Cary,  in  his  separate  brief,  contended,  inter  alia,  that, 
the  main  purpose  of  the  act  being  to  raise  revenue  for  the 
state,  its  administration  is  of  a  legislative  and  not  of  a  judi- 
Vou  129—13 
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cial  character.  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  act  places  the  ad- 
ministration in  the  hands  of  the  county  court  it  is  void,  for 
such  courts  have  not  jurisdiction  to  perform  legislative  acts. 
Under  the  constitution  of  the  state  their  duties  are  wholly 
judicial  and  not  legislative.  Sees.  2,  14,  art  VII,  Const. ; 
Hardenburgh  v.  Kidd,  10  Cal.  402 ;  Hutchinson  v.  Omaha, 
52  Neb.  345,  351 ;  Auditor  v.  A.,  T.  <&  8.  F.  R.  Co.  6  Kan. 
500,  507;  Fleming  v.  Trowsdale,  85  Fed.  189;  Pennington 
V.  Woolfolk,  79  Ky.  13;  Ex  paHe  Griffiths,  118  Ind.  183,  20 
N.  E.  513. 

The  Attorney  General,  for  the  defendant,  cited,  as  authori- 
ties sustaining  the  theory  upon  which  inheritance  taxes  are 
based,  viz.:  (1)  that  an  inheritance  tax  is  not  one  on  prop- 
erty, but  on  the  right  of  succession  thereto;  and  (2)  that  the 
right  to  take  property  by  devise  or  descent  is  the  creature  of 
the  law,  and  not  a  natural  right:  Mager  v.  Grima,  8  How. 
490 ;  Society  for  Savings  v,  Coite,  6  Wall.  594 ;  Plummer  v, 
Coler,  178  U.  S.  115 ;  Magoun  v.  Ill  T.  &  8.  Bank,  170  U.  S. 
283;  Blackstone  v.  Miller,  188  U.  S.  189;  Estate  of  Wil- 
merding,  117  Cal.  281 ;  Estate  of  Stanford,  126  Cal.  112 ;  In 
re  Inheritance  Tax,  23  Colo.  492;  State  v.  Dalrymple,  70 
Md.  294;  Minot  v.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  113;  State  ex  rel 
Fath  V.  Henderson,  160  Mo.  190 ;  Gelsthorpe  v.  Furnell,  20 
Mont  299 ;  Estate  of  Hoffman,  143  N.  T.  327 ;  Estate  of 
Van  Kleeck,  121  N.  Y.  701 ;  Estate  of  Swift,  137  N.  T.  83 ; 
Estate  of  Dows,  167  N.  Y.  227 ;  Estate  of  Delano,  176  N.  Y. 
486 ;  PvJlen  v.  Comm'rs,  66  N.  C.  361 ;  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz 
V.  Ferris,  53  Ohio  St.  314;  Strode  v.  Comm.  52  Pa.  St.  181; 
Orcutt's  App.  97  Pa.  St.  179 ;  Estate  of  Bittinger,  129  Pa. 
St.  338;  State  v.  Alston,  94  Tenn.  674;  Eyre  v.  Jacob,  14 
Grat.  422 ;  Schoolfield's  Exr  v.  Lynchburg,  78  Va.  366 ;  Bil- 
lings V.  People,  189  HI.  472;  Eochersperger  v.  Drake,  167 
HI.  122 ;  State  v.  Clark,  30  Wash.  439 ;  Dixon  v.  Bicketts,  26 
Utah,  215,  72  Pac.  947.  He  also  discussed  fully  the  other 
contentions  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiflF. 
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On  January  30, 1906,  a  re-argument  was  ordered  upon  the 
following  questions : 

1.  Is  the  tax  imposed  by  eh.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  a  tax  upon 
"property"  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution  ? 

2.  Assuming  that  it  is  controlled  by  the  constitutional  re- 
quirement, "The  rule  of  taxation  shall  be  uniform,"  is  that 
requirement  breached  either,  first,  by  th6  imposition  of  rates 
of  taxation  varying  with  the  degrees  of  propinquity  between 
the  decedent  and  the  beneficiaries;  or,  secondly,  by  the  im- 
position of  progressive  rates,  varying  according  to  the  amounts 
of  the  legacies  or  inheritances  received  ? 

The  cause  was  re-argued  on  May  14,  1906. 

For  the  plaintiffs  there  were  briefs  by  Ryan,  Ogden  &  Bot- 
turn,  attorneys,  and  separate  briefs  by  Charles  Quarles  and 
by  Alfred  L.  Gary,  of  counsel,  and  the  cause  was  argued 
orally  by  Mr.  Qicarles,  Mr.  L.  M.  Ogden,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  East- 
man. 

R.  M.  Bash  ford,  special  counsel,  and  the  Attorney  General, 
for  the  defendant. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  This  is  an  action  commenced  in  this  court 
under  the  provisions  of  sec.  3200,  Stats.  1898,  to  recover  from 
the  state  the  amount  of  an  inheritance  tax  paid  under  protest 
pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  coimty  court  of  Waukesha  county. 
The  complaint  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  ch.  44,  Laws 
of  1903,  under  which  the  tax  was  levied  and  paid,  is  uncon- 
stitutional. The  attorney  general  interposed  a  general  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint,  and  thus  the  question  of  the  consti- 
tutionality of  the  law  is  squarely  presented. 

A  previous  law  attempting  to  tax  inheritances  and  bequests 
fch.  365,  Laws  of  1899)  was  before  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Blach  V.  State,  113  Wis.  205,  89  K  W.  522,  and  was  there 
held  unconstitutional  for  the  reason  that  it  provided  for  un- 
lawful discrimination,  in  that  a  beneficiary  receiving  a  legacy 
or  inheritance  from  an  estate  under  $10,000  paid  no  tax, 
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while  a  beneficiary  standing  in  exactly  the  same  relation  to 
tlie  decedent  and  receiving  a  legacy  or  inheritance  of  the  same 
amount  from  an  estate  exceeding  $10,000  was  obliged  to  pay 
a  tax.  In  that  case  it  was  not  contended  that  an  inheritance 
or  succession  tax  could  not  lawfully  be  levied  in  this  state. 
In  fact,  the  validity  of  such  legislation,  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion, was  conceded ;  but  the  contention  was  that  the  law  in 
question  made  unlawful  discriminations  and  hence  was  void. 
From  this  concession  it  resulted  that  this  court  assumed, 
rather  than  decided,  in  that  case  that  an  inheritance  tax  law 
making  no  unlawful  discrimination  between  heirs  or  bene- 
ficiaries could  be  passed  in  this  state  which  would  be  consti- 
tutional. It  was  doubtless  in  response  to  the  suggestions  of 
the  opinion  in  that  case  that  ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  which  is 
now  attacked,  was  passed. 

Sec.  1  of  the  last-named  law  provides  in  substance  that  a 
tax  shall  be  imposed  upon  any  transfer  of  property  or  inter- 
est in  property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  to  any  person,  asso- 
ciation, or  corporation  (except  corporations  organized  solely 
for  religious,  charitable,  or  educational  purposes),  when  made 
by  wiU  or  by  operation  of  the  intestate  laws,  or  by  transfer 
made  by  the  grantor  or  by  another  person  under  a  power  of 
appointment  in  contemplation  of  death,  to  take  effect  at  or 
after  the  death  of  the  grantor,  which  tax  shall  be  based  upon 
the  clear  market  value  of  such  property  at  the  rates  therein- 
after prescribed,  and  only  upon  the  excess  over  the  exemp- 
tions thereinafter  granted. 

Sec  2  provides  that  when  the  property  or  interest  trans- 
ferred exceeds  the  exemption  and  does  not  exceed  $25,000 
the  tax  shall  be  (1)  one  per  cent,  of  the  clear  value  where 
the  person  entitled  to  such  property  shall  be  the  husband, 
wife,  lineal  issue,  lineal  ancestor  of  the  decedent,  or  lawfully 
adopted  or  mutually  recognized  child  of  the  decedent,  or  a 
descendant  of  such  child;  (2)  one  and  one-half  per  cent  in 
case  of  the  brother  or  sister  of  the  decedent,  or  a  descendant 
of  such  brother  or  sister,  or  the  wife  or  widow  of  a  son,  or  the 
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husband  of  a  daughter,  of  the  decedent;  (3)  three  per  cent, 
in  case  of  the  brother  or  sister  of  the  father  or  mother  of  the 
decedent,  or  a  descendant  of  such  brother  or  sister ;  (4)  four 
per  cent  in  case  of  the  brother  or  sister  of  the  grandfather 
or  grandmother  of  the  decedent,  or  a  descendant  of  such 
brother  or  sister;  (5)  five  per  cent  in  case  of  a  beneficiary 
in  any  other  degree  of  collateral  consanguinity,  or  a  stranger 
in  blood,  or  a  body  politic  or  corporate.  These  rates  are 
termed  the  primary  rates. 

Sec.  3  provides  that  when  the  value  of  the  property  exceeds 
$25,000  the  rates  of  tax  upon  the  excess  shall  be  as  follows: 
(1)  Upon  the  excess  over  $25,000  up  to  $50,000,  one  and  one- 
half  times  the  primary  rates;  (2)  from  $50,000  to  $100,000, 
two  times;  (3)  from  $100,000  to  $500,000,  two  and  one-half 
times;  (4)  upon  all  in  excess  of  $500,000,  three  times  the 
primary  rates. 

Sec.  4  provides  for  exemptions  as  follows:  (1)  All  prop- 
erty transferred  to  domestic  corporations  organized  solely  for 
religious,  charitable,  or  educational  purposes  and  used  ex- 
clusively for  such  purposes;  (2)  property  of  the  value  of 
$10,000  transferred  to  the  widow,  and  property  of  the  value 
of  $2,000  transferred  to  each  of  the  other  persons  named 
in  the  first  division  of  sec.  2;  (3)  property  of  the  value  of 
$500  transferred  to  eaeh  of  the  persons  named  in  the  second 
division  of  sec  2 ;  (4)  property  of  the  value  of  $250  trans- 
ferred to  each  of  the  persons  named  in  the  third  division  of 
sec.  2 ;  (5)  property  of  the  value  of  $150  transferred  to  each 
of  the  persons  named  in  the  fourth  division  of  sec.  2 ;  and 
(6)  property  of  the  value  of  $100  transferred  to  each  of  the 
persons  or  corporations  named  in  the  fifth  division  of  sec.  2. 

The  remaining  sections  contain  full  provisions  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  law  and  the  collection  of  the  tax,  which 
are  not  necessary  to  be  stated  here. 

The  constitutionality  of  this  law,  and  of  any  similar  law, 
is  now  attacked  upon  the  following  general  grounds : 

First:  That  the  right  to  take  property  by  inheritance  or  by 
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will  is  a  natural  right  protected  by  the  constitution,  which 
cannot  be  wholly  taken  away  or  substantially  impaired  by  the 
legislature. 

Second:  That  the  constitution  of  this  state  limits  the  power 
of  taxation  to  property  only,  and  that  this  tax  is  an  excise 
levied  upon  a  right  or  privilege,  and  hence  unconstitutional. 

Third:  That  even  if  the  legislature  has  power,  under  the 
constitution,  to  levy  such  a  tax,  this  law  violates  the  consti- 
tutional requirement  that  the  rule  of  taxation  shall  be  uni- 
form. 

I.  With  the  first  of  these  propositions  we  agree.  We  are 
fully  aware  that  the  contrary  proposition  has  been  stated  by 
the  great  majority  of  the  courts  of  this  country,  including  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States.  The  unanimity  with 
which  it  is  stated  is  perhaps  only  equaled  by  the  paucity  of 
reasoning  by  which  it  is  supported.  In  its  simplest  form  it 
is  thus  stated:  ^^The  right  to  take  property  by  devise  or  de- 
scent is  the  creature  of  the  law  and  not  a  natural  right." 
Magoun  v.  Ill  T.  &  S.  Bank,  170  U.  S.  283, 18  Sup.  Ct  594. 
In  Eyre  v.  Jacob,  14  Grat.  422,  it  is  stated  more  sweepingly 
thus: 

^*It  [the  legislature]  may  tomorrow,  if  it  pleases,  absolutely 
repeal  the  statute  of  wills,  and  that  of  descents  and  distribu- 
tions, and  declare  that,  upon  the  death  of  a  party,  his  prop- 
erty shall  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  the  resi- 
due appropriated  to  public  uses." 

But  it  has  been  reserved  for  the  supreme  court  of  North 
Carolina  to  sweep  away  all  natural  property  rights  in  a  few 
terse  sentences,  which  may  well  be  quoted : 

"Property  itself,  as  well  as  the  succession  to  it,  is  the  crea- 
ture of  positive  law.  The  legislature  declares  what  objects 
in  nature  may  be  held  as  property ;  it  provides  by  what  forms 
and  on  what  conditions  it  may  be  transmitted  from  one  per- 
son to  another ;  it  confines  the  right  of  inheriting  to  certain 
persons  whom  it  defines  heirs ;  and  on  the  failure  of  such  it 
takes  the  property  to  the  state  as  an  escheat.     The  right  to 
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give  or  take  property  is  not  one  of  those  natural  and  inalien- 
able rights  which  are  supposed  to  precede  all  government  and 
which  no  government  can  rightfully  impair."  Pullen  v. 
GommWs,  66  K  C.  361.  • 

In  this  declaration  the  court  of  North'  Carolina  seems  to 

have  easily  reached  the  logical  goal  toward  which  the  other 

cases  only  tend,  namely,  the  denial  of  all  natural  rights  of 

property.     It  comes  perilously  near  the  doctrine*  that  might 

makes  right, 

"The  simple  plan 
That  they  should  take  who  have  the  power. 
And  they  should  keep  who  can.'* 

The  fallacy  of  the  idea  that  the  government  creates  or  with- 
holds property  rights  at  will  is  very  apparent  Under  our 
system  the  government  is  the  creature  of  the  people,  the  prod- 
uct of  a  social  compact.  The  people,  in  full  possession  of 
liberty  and  property,  come  together  and  create  a  government 
to  protect  themselves,  their  liberty,  and  their  property.  The 
government  which  they  create  becomes  their  agent;  the  offi- 
cers their  servants.  Under  the  theory  of  the  North  Carolina 
court  these  agents,  in  turn,  create  property  rights  and  confer 
them  upon  their  creators,  who  possessed  these  rights  long  be- 
fore. The  people  create  an  agency  to  protect  their  existing 
rights  which  assumes  to  confer  or  withhold  these  same  rights. 

But  the  question  is  chiefly  historical.  From  the  historical 
standpoint  the  idea  that  all  rights  of  property  and  rights  to 
transmit  the  same  by  inheritance  or  will  have  their  origin  in 
the  positive  enactments  of  law  by  an  established  government 
cannot  stand  the  test.  Governments  have,  indeed,  from  the 
earliest  times,  regulated  the  exercise  of  these  rights,  pre- 
scribed ways  and  forms  for  their  exercise,  and  protected  them 
by  positive  law;  and  so  they  do  now.  From  this  universal 
exercise  of  the  right  of  regulation  the  idea  of  governmental 
right  to  create  and  destroy  may  have  arisen,  but  it  seems  more 
likely  to  have  arisen  from  failure  to  keep  in  mind  the  radical 
difference  between  our  republican  theory  of  the  origin  of  gov- 
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eminent  and  the  European  medieval  theory.  Our  theory  is 
that  the  people,  in  full  possession  of  inalienable  rights,  form 
the  government  to  protect  those  rights.  The  medieval  idea 
was  that  the*govemment  was  sent  down  from  above,  and  that 
from  it  rights  and  privileges  were  allowed  to  flow  in  gracious 
streams  to  the  people,  who  otherwise  would  not  possess  them. 
That  there  are  inherent  rights  existing  in  the  people  prior 
to  the  making  of  any  of  our  constitutions  is  a  fact  recognized 
and  declared  by  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  and  by  sub- 
stantially every  state  constitution.  Our  own  constitution  says 
in  its  very  first  article : 

"All  men  are  bom  equally  free  and  independent  and  have 
certain  inherent  rights ;  among  these  are  life,  liberty,  and  the 
pursuit  of  happiness ;  to  secure  these  rights  governments  are 
instituted  among  men,  deriving  their  just  powers  from  the 
consent  of  the  governed." 

Notice  the  language,  "to  secure  these  [inherent]  rights  gov- 
ernments are  instituted;'^  not  to  manufacture  new  rights  or 
to  confer  them  on  its  citizens,  but  to  conserve  and  secure  to 
its  citizens  the  exercise  of  pre-existing  rights.  It  is  true  that 
the  inherent  rights  here  referred  to  are  not  defined  but  are 
included  under  the  very  general  terms  of  "life,  liberty,  and 
the  pursuit  of  happiness."  It  is  relatively  easy  to  define 
"life  and  liberty,"  but  it  is  apparent  that  the  term  "pursuit 
of  happiness"  is  a  very  comprehensive  expression  which  cov- 
ers a  broad  field.  Unquestionably  this  expression  covers  the 
idea  of  the  acquisition  of  private  property ;  not  that  the  pos- 
session of  property  is  the  supreme  good,  but  that  there  is 
planted  in  the  breast  of  every  person  the  desire  to  possess 
something  useful  or  something  pleasing  which  will  serve  to 
render  life  enjoyable,  which  shall  be  his  very  own,  and  which 
he  may  dispose  of  as  he  chooses,  or  leave  to  his  children  or 
his  dependents  at  his  decease.  To  deny  that  there  is  such  uni- 
versal desire,  or  to  deny  that  the  fulfilment  of  this  desire  con- 
tributes in  a  large  degree  to  the  attainment  of  human  happi- 
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ness,  is  to  deny  a  fact  as  patent  as  the  shining  of  the  sirn 
at  noonday.  And  so  we  find  that,  however  far  we  penetrate 
into  the  history  of  the  remote  past,  this  idea  of  the  acquisition 
and  undisturbed  possession  of  private  property  has  been  the 
controlling  idea  of  the  race,  the  supposed  goal  of  earthly  hap- 
piness. From  this  idea  has  sprung  every  industry,  to  pre- 
serve it  governments  have  been  formed,  and  its  development 
has  been  coincident  with  the  development  of  civilization.  And 
so  we  also  find  that  from  the  very  earliest  times  men  have 
been  acquiring  property,  protecting  it  by  their  own  strong 
arm  if  necessary,  and  leaving  it  for  the  enjoyment  of  their 
descendants;  and  we  find  also  that  the  right  of  the  descend- 
ants, or  some  of  them,  to  succeed  to  the  ownership  has  been 
recognized  from  the  dawn  of  human  history.  The  birthright 
of  the  firstborn  existed  long  before  Esau  sold  his  right  to  the 
wily  Jacob,  and  the  llosaic  law  fairly  bristles  with  provisions 
recognizing  the  right  of  inheritance  as  then  long  existing,  and 
regulating  its  details.  The  most  ancient  known  codes  rec- 
ognize it  as  a  right  already  existing,  and  Justice  Brown  was 
clearly  right  when  he  said,  in  U.  8.  v.  Perkins,  163  U.  S.  625, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  1073: 

"The  general  consent  of  the  most  enlightened  nations  has 
from  the  earliest  historical  period  recognized  a  natural  right 
in  children  to  inherit  the  property  of  their  parents." 

The  existence  of  the  right  to  dispose  of  property  by  will  in 
the  earliest  times  is  not  so  easy  of  proof.  Nevertheless  it 
seems  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  fact.  The  biblical  writings 
show  the  exercise  of  the  right  from  the  times  of  Abraham,  and 
Mr.  Schouler  in  his  work  on  Wills  (2d  ed.)  §  13,  says  that 
history  "confirms  the  opinion  that  the  practice  of  allowing  the 
owner  of  property  to  direct  its  destination  after  his  death,  or 
at  least  of  imposing  general  rules  of  inheritance,  is  coeval 
with  civilization  itself,  and  so  close,  in  fact,  upon  the  origin 
of  property  and  property  rights  as  not  to  be  essentially  sep- 
arated in  point  of  antiquity."     The  laws  of  Solon  allowed 
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the  willing  of  personal  property  in  Athens,  and  the  laws  of 
the  Twelve  Tables  in  Rome.  In  England  the  right  of  testa- 
mentary disposition  of  personal  and  real  property,  or  at  least 
a  part  of  it,  was  recognized  from  the  very  earliest  times,  but 
lands  could  not  be  willed  after  the  Norman  invasion  and  the 
establishment  of  feudal  tenures  until  Stat  32  Henry  VIII, 
ch.  1,  §§  1-5.  Cassoday,  Wills,  §  31  et  seq.j  30  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)-  549. 

So  clear  does  it  seem  to  us  from  the  historical  point  of  view 
that  the  right  to  take  property  by  inheritance  or  will  has  ex- 
isted in  some  form  among  civilized  nations  from  the  time 
when  the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  and  so 
conclusive  seems  the  argument  that  these  rights  are  a  part  of 
the  inherent  rights  which  governments,  under  our  conception, 
are  established  to  conserve,  that  we  feel  entirely  justified  in 
rejecting  the  dictum  so  frequently  asserted  by  such  a  vast 
array  of  courts  that  these  rights  are  purely  statutory  and  may^ 
be  wholly  taken  away  by  the  legislature. 

It  is  true  that  these  rights  are  subject  to  reasonable  regu- 
lation by  the  legislature ;  lines  of  descent  may  be  prescribed, 
the  persons  who  can  take  as  heirs  or  devisees  may  be  limited, 
collateral  relatives  may  doubtless  be  included  or  cut  off,  the 
manner  of  the  execution  of  wills  may  be  prescribed,  and  there 
may  be  much  room  for  legislative  action  in  determining  how 
milch  property  shall  be  exempted  entirely  from  the  power  to 
will,  80  that  dependents  may  not  be  entirely  cut  off.  These 
are  all  matters  within  the  field  of  regulation.  The  fact  that 
these  powers  exist  and  have  been  universally  exercised  affords 
no  ground  for  claiming  that  the  legislature  may  abolish  both 
inheritances  and  wills,  turn  every  fee-simple  title  into  a  mere 
estate  for  life,  and  thus,  in  effect,  confiscate  the  property  of 
the  people  once  every  generation. 

But,  while  we  utterly  reject  the  doctrine  of  Eyre  v.  Jacob, 
14  Grat.  422,  and  hold  that  the  right  to  demand  that  prop- 
erty pass  by  inheritance  or  will  is  an  inherent  right  subject 
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only  to  reasonable  regulation  by  the  legislature,  we  are  not 
thereby  brought  to  the  conclusion  that  inheritance  or  succes- 
sion taxes  cannot  be  levied.  They  do  not  depend  upon  the 
right  to  confiscate.  We  agree  entirely  with  the  ideas  ex- 
pressed by  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  in  Minoi  v. 
Winihrop,  162  Mass.  113,  38  K  E.  612,  where  it  is  said: 

^^e  assume  that  under  the  constitution  this  (i.  e.  the  tak- 
ing of  all  property  by  the  state  on  the  death  of  the  owner) 
cannot  be  done  either  directly  or  indirectly;  that  the  legisla- 
ture cannot  so  far  restrict  the  right  to  transmit  property  by 
will  or  by  descent  as  to  amount  to  an  appropriation  of  prop- 
erty generally;  that  it  cannot  impose  a  tax  which  shall  be 
equivalent  or  almost  equivalent  to  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  cannot  so  limit  the  persons  who  can  take  as  heirs,  dev- 
isees, distributees,  or  legatees  that  the  great  mass  of  all  the 
property  of  the  inhabitants  must  become  vested  in  the  com- 
monwealth by  escheat.  The  state  can  take  property  by  taxa- 
tion only  for  the  public  service,  and  we  assume  that  its  right 
to  take  property,  if  any  exists,  by  regulating  the  distribution 
of  it  on  the  death  of  the  owner  is  limited  in  the  same  manner, 
and  that  this  right  must  be  exercised  in  a  reasonable  way.'^ 

Inheritance  or  succession  taxes  are  very  ancient  and  are 
said  to  have  had  their  origin  in  the  Roman  law.  They  have 
long  been  in  force  in  the  European  states,  and  in  England 
and  her  colonies,  where  they  are  known  as  "death  duties." 
They  may  be  fully  justified  under  the  power  of  regulation  and 
taxation  of  transfers  of  property.  No  one  doubts  for  a  mo- 
ment that  a  government  may  levy  a  tax  upon  transfers  of  land 
or  upon  business  transactions ;  it  is  done  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment in  this  country  whenever  additioltal  and  extraordinary 
revenues  are  needed,  in  the  form  of  stamp  duties.  These 
taxes  are  not  based  upon  the  power  to  interdict  or  prohibit 
such  transactions,  but  upon  the  power  to  reasonably  regulate 
and  tax  them.  Succession  or  inheritance  taxes  may  well  be 
sustained  upon  the  same  principle ;  not  upon  the  power  to 
prohibit,  but  upon  the  power  to  reasonably  regulate  and  tax. 
.  This  power  existed  when  our  state  government  was  formed. 
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It  entered  into  and  modified  the  inherent  right  to  possess, 
transmit,  and  will  property,  at  the  time  the  constitution  was 
adopted,  so  that  the  inherent  right  recognized  and  preserved 
by  the  constitution  was  and  is  a  right  subject  to  reasonable 
regulation  and  taxation. 

So  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  general  principle 
of  inheritance  taxation  may  be  justified  under  the  power  of 
reasonable  regulation  and  taxation  of  transfers  of  property, 
and  we  pass  to  the  second  contention. 

II.  This  contention  is  that  by  sec.  1  of  art  VIII  of  the 
constitution  taxes  can  only  be  levied  on  property.  This  pro- 
vision is  the  only  general  provision  of  the  constitution  upon 
the  subject  and  reads  as  follows :  "The  rule  of  taxation  shall 
be  uniform,  and  taxes  shall  be  levied  upon  such  property  as 
the  legislature  shall  prescribe."  The  argument  is  that  this 
provision,  by  the  rule  of  expressio  vnius  est  exclusio  alterius, 
prohibits  the  levy  of  any  taxes  in  this  state  except  taxes 
upon  property,  and  that  as  inheritance  taxes  are  held  to  be  ex- 
cise taxes  upon  the  right  to  take  property  and  not  taxes  upon 
property  they  cannot  be  levied  in  this  state.  It  must  be  ad- 
mitted that,  by  the  absolutely  uniform  current  of  decision  in 
this  country,  inheritance  taxes  are  not  taxes  upon  property, 
but  upon  the  right  to  receive  property.  It  would  not  be  use- 
ful to  cite  the  cases  which  hold  this  doctrine;  they  wiU  be 
found  quite  fully  cited  and  tabulated  in  27  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law  (2d  ed.)  338,  note  5.  'J'his  court  has  announced 
the  same  doctrine  in  State  ex  rel,  Sanderson  v.  Mann,  76 
Wis.  469,  45  N.  W.  526,  46  N.  W.  51,  and  Bhch  v.  State, 
113  Wis.  205,  89  N.  W.  522,  and  it  cannot  be  considered  as 
open  to  doubt.  So  we  meet  the  question  whether  any  taxes 
other  than  taxes  upon  property  can  be  constitutionally  levied 
in  Wisconsin.  It  seems  strange  that,  notwithstanding  the 
lapse  of  nearly  three  score  years  since  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution,  this  question  has  never  been  authoritatively  de- 
cided in  Wisconsin,  yet  such  is  the  undoubted  fact.     The 
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clause  has  been  considered  and  the  question  approached  in 
numerous  cases.  Laws  imposing  license  taxes  upon  hawkers 
and  i)eddler8,  upon  the  keeping  of  dogs,  the  sale  of  liquors,, 
and  upon  insurance  agents  and  insurance  companies  have 
been  sustailied  under  the  police  poT^er.  Morrill  v.  State,  38 
Wis.  428;  Tenney  v.  Lenz,  16  Wis.  566;  State  ex  rel  Ilen- 
shall  V,  Ludington,  33  Wis.  107 ;  Fire  Department  v,  Ilelf en- 
stein,  16  Wis.  136;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  FricTce,  99  Wis. 
367,  74  K  W.  372,  78  K  W.  407.  Poll  taxes  for  highway 
repair  purposes  have  been  uniformly  levied  and  never  ques- 
tioned, but  these  also  may  perhaps  be  sustained  under  the 
police  power.  1  Cooley,  Taxation  (3d  od.)  16.  Railroad 
license  taxation  has  been  sustained  upon  grounds  more  fully 
considered  later.  In  the  course  of  the  discussion  upon  this  lat- 
ter form  of  taxation  in  Wis.  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  Taylor  Co.  52 
Wis.  37,  8  K  W.  833,  it  was  said  on  page  95  (8  X.  W.  855)  : 
"Accordingly  taxes  can  only  be  levied  upon  such  property 
as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe,  and  then  only  by  a  uniform 
rule;"  but  the  question  at  issue  in  that  ease  was  simply  a 
question  of  exemption  of  property  from  taxation,  and  the 
sentence  quoted  unquestionably  referred  to  property  taxation 
and  was  not  intended  to  lay  down  the  principle  that  prop- 
erty taxation  was  the  only  taxation  possible  under  the  consti- 
tution. In  Black  v.  State,  113  Wis.  205,  89  N".  W.  522,  as 
we  have  seen,  it  was  assumed  by  reason  of  the  admission  of 
counsel  that  inheritance  taxes  might  legally  be  levied  in  this 
state,  and  hence  the  statement  in  State  v.  Whitcom,  122  Wis. 
110,  99  N.  W.  468,  that  the  question  whether  taxes  other  than 
taxes  upon  property  are  forbidden  by  our  constitution  was 
one  not  then  authoritatively  decided  is  strictly  correct.  The 
most  that  can  be  said  is  that  there  are  intimations  in  both  di- 
rections, and  that  the  intimations  that  taxation  upon  anything 
except  property  is  forbidden  are  the  more  numerous. 

In  approaching  the  question  we  start  with  the  familiar 
proposition  that  the  legislature  has  all  the  usual  and  neces- 
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sary  governmental  powers,  including  tbe  power  to  levy  taxes 
upon  occupations,  privileges,  franchises,  and  the  like,  as  well 
as  upon  property,  unless  such  power  has  been  taken  away  by 
the  constitution.  There  are  no  express  words  in  the  consti- 
tution limiting  taxation  to  property  taxation,  but  the  question 
is  whether  sec.  1  of  art.  VIII,  above  quoted,  has  the  effect  of 
such  a  limitation  under  the  familiar  rule  of  construction,  ex- 
pressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius.  If  we  were  compelled  to 
decide  this  question  upon  the  bare  words  themselves,  without 
the  help  of  the  debates  occurring  in  the  constitutional  con- 
vention when  this  section  was  formulated,  and  without  the 
help  of  subsequent  practical  construction,  the  argument  would 
be  strong  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  contention.  But  we  have 
a  br.ief  record  of  the  constitutional  debates,  and  we  have  fifty 
years  of  practical  construction  since  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
stitution, and  both  must  be  considered. 

Turning  to  the  printed  journal  of  the  second  constitutional 
convention,  we  find  on  page  113  that  the  committee  on  gen- 
eral provisions,  of  which  Byron  Kilboum  was  chairman,  on 
December  30,  1847,  reported  to  the  convention  the  article  on 
^^Finance,"  of  which  the  first  two  sections  were  as  follows : 

"(1)  All  taxes  levied  in  this  state  shall  be  as  nearly  equal 
as  may  be. 

"(2)  The  property  of  the  state  and  counties,  both  real  and 
personal,  and  such  property  as,  the  legislature  shall  deem 
proper,  belonging  to  educational,  charitable,  or  religious  in- 
stitutions, or  set  apart  for  such  purposes,  shall  be  exempted 
from  taxation." 

This  article  was  taken  up  and  considered  in  conamittee  of 
the  whole  at  the  afternoon  session  on  January  4,  1848,  and 
Mr.  Whiton  moved  to  amend  by  striking  out  the  whole  of 
sec.  2,  and  made  some  remarks  in  support  of  the  motion.  (It 
appears  by  the  preface  that  Mr.  Whiton  requested  that  his 
remarks  be  not  reported,  so  we  unfortunately  are  deprived  of 
the  aid  which  might  well  be  expected  from  the  remarks  of 
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that  eminent  lawyer  and  statesman,  who  was  afterwards  chief 
justice  of  this  court.)  The  journal  then  proceeds  as  follows 
(p.  195)  : 

"Mr.  Kilboum  said  this  subject  had  been  elaborately  dis- 
<5ussed  in  the  committee,  and  they  had  arrived  at  the  conclu- 
sion expressed  in  the  article.  The  attention  of  the  committee 
had  been  called  to  the  subject  by  one  of  its  members,  and  the 
question  raised  whether  it  was  necessary  to  declare  that  the 
property  of  the  state  should  not  be  taxed.  It  was  evident 
that  the  state  could  derive  no  advantage  from  taxing  its  own 
property;  but  the  coimties  might  derive  a  revenue  by  taxing 
the  property  of  the  state.  For  instance,  the  county  of  Dane 
might  levy  a  tax  upon  the  capitol,  if  no  such  prohibition  as 
was  contained  in  this  section  existed.  The  first  section  pro- 
vided that  all  taxes  within  the  state  should  be  as  nearly  equal 
as  may  be.  This  provision  would  require  that  all  the  prop- 
erty in  the  state  should  be  taxed  equally,  not  the  property  of 
A.,  B.,  and  C.  merely,  but  all  the  property  in  the  state,  which 
would  include  the  property  of  the  state,  and  without  the  re- 
striction in  the  second  section  it  was  supposed  that  the  legis- 
lature could  not  restrict  the  counties  from  taxing  it. 

"Mr.  Whiton  modified  his  motion  so  as  to  amend  the  sec- 
tion by  exempting  the  property  of  counties;  which  amend- 
ment prevailed. 

"Mr.  Rountree  offered  an  amendment  as  a  new  section  pro- 
viding that  all  taxes  should  be  by  assessment  of  the  value  of 
the  property  taxed,  excepting  pedlars,  hawkers,  ferries,  etc., 
and  giving  the  legislature  power  to  tax  those  separately. 

"Mr.  Kilboum  would  like  to  hear  some  reasons  from  the 
gentleman  from  Grant,  in  favor  of  the  section  he  had  pro- 
posed. It  seemed  to  him  very  much  like  entering  into  the 
details  of  legislation.  If  they  were  to  specify  the  kinds  of 
property  to  be  taxed  and  the  precise  mode  of  taxation,  they 
should  begin  with  real  estate  and  go  through  with  an  enumer- 
ation of  every  species  of  property  to  be  taxed  and  the  mode 
of  taxing  it.  He  thought  the  first  section  was  sufficient  upon 
that  subject.  It  was  simple  and  concise,  and  covered  the 
whole  groimd. 

"Mr.  Eountree  thought  the  first  section  did  not  cover  the 
whole  ground.     He  wished  to  have  the  legislature  bound  by 
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some  rules  which  would  secure  equal  taxation,  some  rules 
which  would  require  that  taxation  should  be  based  upon  some 
fair  valuation  of  the  property  taxed,  and  not  left  to  tax  prop- 
erty coming  under  the  same  general  denomination  equally, 
while  the  value  might  be  very  different.  He  considered  it  a 
matter  of  very  great  importance.  Our  present  laws  did  not 
secure  a  just  and  equitable  valuation  of  property  as  the  rule 
of  taxation,  and  it  vras  this  kind  of  partiality  and  favoritism 
extended  to  particular  kinds  of  property  which  he  wished 
to  see  prohibited  by  the  constitution.  If  gentlemen  expected 
to  get  a  good  constitution  without  having  anything  in  it,  they 
would  find  themselves  mistaken  in  the  end.  He  wanted  a 
constitution  which  common  people  could  understand,  and  not 
one  which  no  one  could  understand  without  going  to  a  lawyer, 
or  to  those  who  made  it  a  business  to  tell  them  what  it  meant. 

"Mr.  Chase  could  not  see  for  his  life  what  force  or  effect 
the  section  would  have  if  placed  in  the  constitution,  for  the 
legislature  would  have  the  same  power  without  it  as  with  it. 
He  agreed  with  the  gentleman  from  Grant  that  the  value  of 
the  property  should  be  the  basis  of  taxation,  but  it  seemed 
to  him  that  the  gentleman  was  going  against  his  own  princi- 
ple in  providing  for  the  taxation  of  pedlars,  hawkers,  and 
jugglers,  for  he  could  not  understand  what  kind  of  property 
they  were.  He  thought  they  could  not  be  regarded  as  things 
of  much  value,  and  for  his  own  part  he  considered  them 
rather  as  nuisances  than  otherwise. 

"Mr.  Doran  moved  to  amend  section  second  so  as  to  exempt 
from  taxation  the  property  of  to\vns,  cities,  and  the  wards  of 
cities. 

"Mr.  Lovell  suggested  to  the  gentleman  from  Milwaukee 
a  modification  of  his  amendment  so  as  to  exempt  generally 
the  property  of  municipal  corporations. 

"Mr.  Doran  declined  so  to  modify  his  motion.  The  terms 
'municipal  corporations'  applied  only  to  corporations  pos- 
sessed of  legislative  powers,  and  did  not  cover  the  ground 
which  he  wished  to  cover.  He  wished  the  exemption  to  apply 
to  bodies  corporate,  which  were  not  always  municipal  corpo- 
rations. The  several  wards  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  pos- 
sessed separate  property  which  he  thought  should  be  ex- 
empted from  taxation,  and  yet  they  were  not,  in  themselves, 
municipal  corporations. 
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*T!^r.  Chase  would  inquire  for  what  purposes  those  wards 
held  their  separate  property.  If  held  for  educatioual  pur- 
poses, it  was  already  exempted  by  the  section  with  all  other 
property  held  for  the  same  purpose.  If  it  were  held  for 
charitable  purposes,  it  was  already  exempted  with  all  other 
property  held  for  the  same  purpose.  If  it  were  held  for  any 
purpose  for  which  it  ought  to  be  exempted,  it  was  already 
exempted  by  the  general  provisions  for  that  purpose,  and  if 
it  were  held  for  purposes  of  speculation  it  ought  to  be  taxed. 

"Mr.  Kilboum  explained  that  the  several  wards  own  fire 
engines  and  engine  houses,  public  grounds,  markets,  and 
market  houses,  which,  although  not  devoted  to  either  chari- 
table or  educational  purposes,  were  public  property,  and 
should  be  exempt  from  taxation. 

"The  amendment  was  adopted. 

"Mr.  Whiton  moved  to  amend  the  first  section  by  adding 
the  words  *and  shall  be  levied  upon  such  property  as  the  legis- 
lature shall  prescribe.^ 

"Mr.  Chase  said  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Kock  would  improve  the  section,  but  it  would  im- 
prove it  still  more  if  he  would  include  in  his  amendment  a 
proposition  to  strike  out  the  words  'may  be,'  in  the  first  line, 
and  insert  the  word  'practicable,'  so  that  it  would  read  'all 
taxes  in  this  state  shall  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable/ 
The  words  'may  be'  covered  all  sorts  of  amendments,  and,  as 
they  stood  in  the  section,  they  had  no  meaning  at  all.  The 
section  might  as  well  have  read,  'All  taxes  in  this  state  may  be 
as  nearly  equal  as  they  shall  be/  They  shall  be  as  they  may 
he,  or  they  may  be  as  they  shall  be,  and  this  was  all  the 
sense  there  was  attached  to  the  words. 

"Mr.  Whiton's  amendment  was  adopted,  when 

"Mr.  Chase  moved  the  amendment  of  which  he  had  just 
spoken,  and  it  was  adopted. 

"Mr.  Cotton  moved  to  strike  out  the  second  section. 

"Mr.  Judd  would  like  to  have  some  reason  for  striking  out 
the  section  after  all  the  trouble  they  had  had  in  amending  it. 
He  read  the  several  provisions  it  contained  and  commented 
briefly  on  the  importance  of  eadi.  He  approved  of  every  one 
of  its  provisions,  and  hoped  it  would  not  be  stricken  out. 

"Mr.  Kilboum  thought  the  section  could  do  no  harm  and 
Vol.  129—14 
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might  do  some  good.  It  recognized  the  principle  which  the 
legislature  should  adhere  to  in  exempting  property  from  tax- 
ation. If  stricken  out,  the  very  history  of  that  fact  might  be 
construed  as  discountenancing  the  principle. 

"Mr.  Lovell  hoped  the  section  would  be  stricken  out  for  the 
reason  that  it  did  no  good,  for  he  believed  that,  in  an  instru- 
ment of  this  nature,  whatever  did  no  good  must  necessarily 
do  harm.  If  it  did  no  other  harm,  it  would  embarrass  the 
discretion  conferred  upon  the  legislature  by  the  first  section 
as  amended. 

"The  motion  to  strike  out  was  agreed  to. 

"Mr.  Whiton  moved  to  strike  out  the  first  line  of  the  first 
section  to  the  word  ^practicable,'  inclusive,  and  insert 

"  'The  rule  of  taxation  shall  be  uniform  throughout  this 
state.' 

"Which  was  adopted. 

"Mr.  Doran  moved  to  insert  a  section  as  section  second, 
providing  that  the  property  of  the  state,  and  of  counties, 
towns,  cities,  and  wards  of  cities,  and  all  property  held  for 
educational  or  charitable  purposes,  should  be  exempt  from 
taxation. 

"Mr.  Chase  thought  this  the  same  section  in  substance  as 
the  one  stricken  out. 

"Mr.  Doran  said  the  gentleman  from  Fond  du  Lac  was 
mistaken.  The  section  stricken  out  allowed  the  legislature 
a  discretionary  power,  while  the  section  he  had  proposed  was 
imperative  in  respect  to  property  devoted  to  educational  or 
charitable  purposes. 

"^Mr.  Chase  was  still  more  convinced  of  the  impropriety 
of  adopting  this  section.  Who  was  to  determine  what  was  a 
charitable  purpose  and  what  was  not  i  He  might  regard  some 
objects  as  charitable  objects,  in  respect  to  which  but  very  few 
members  of  the  convention  would  agree  with  him.  Again,  if 
they  attempted  to  specify  in  the  constitution  what  kinds  of 
property  should  be  exempt  from  taxation,  they  should  make 
the  specification  complete  and  enimierate  every  kind  of  prop- 
erty which  should  be  exempt. 

"Mr.  Lovell  wished  to  state  an  objection  to  the  proposed 
section  which  he  did  not  recollect  to  have  heard  alluded  to  in 
the  course  of  the  debate.  Such  were  the  established  rules  of 
construction  with  reference  to  constitutional  provisions,  that. 
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if  the  constitution  made  certain  exemptions,  it  would  operate 
as  a  prohibition  upon  the  le^slature  to  make  any  other  or 
further  exemptions.  If,  therefore,  the  proposed  section  should 
be  adopted,  it  would  make  an  end  of  all  legislation  on  that 
subject  The  legislature  would  have  no  power  to  exempt 
any  other  property  from  taxation,  whatever  might  be  the  ne- 
cessity for  and  propriety  of  such  exemption. 

"The  amendment  was  rejected,  and  the  article  laid  aside 
to  be  reported.  .  .  ." 

It  is  somewhat  singular  that  the  amendment  or  new  sec- 
tion offered  by  !Mr.  Rountree  in  place  of  sec.  2  was  not  in- 
serted in  full  in  the  journal.  It  appears  in  full  in  the  ac- 
count of  the  proceedings  published  in  the  Wisconsin  Demo- 
crat of  January  5,  1848,  doubtless  prepared  by  one  of  the 
same  reporters,  and  is  as  follows: 

"Sec.  2.  The  legislature  shall  provide  for  levying  a  tax 
by  valuation,  so  that  every  person  and  corporation  shall  pay 
a  tax  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  his  or  her  property,  such 
value  to  be  ascertained  by  some  person  or  persons  to  be  se- 
lected in  such  manner  as  the  legislature  shall  provide  by  law, 
but  the  legislature  shall  have  power  to  tax  peddlers,  auc- 
tioneers, brokers,  hawkers,  merchants,  commission  merchants, 
showmen,  jugglers,  innkeepers,  grocery  keepers,  toll  bridges 
and  ferries,  and  persons  using  and  exercising  franchises  and 
privileges,  in  such  manner  as  they  shall  from  time  to  time 
prescribe  by  law.'' 

It  further  appears  from  the  journal,  on  page  202,  that  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  the  whole  upon  the  article  on  Fi- 
nance was  taken  up  by  the  convention  on  January  5th,  and 
the  following  proceedings  were  had : 

"No.  10.  Article  on  Tinance ;' 

"Was  then  taken  up, 

"And,  the  question  being  on  concurring  in  the  first  amend- 
ment of  the  committee  of  the  whole,  which  was,  'strike  out 
the  first  section,'  and  in  lieu  thereof  as  follows : 

"  *The  rule  of  taxation  shall  be  uniform  throughout  this 
state,  and  taxes  shall  be  levied  upon  such  property  as  the 
legislature  shall  prescribe.' 
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"Mr.  Judd  moved  to  amend  the  amendment  by  inserting 
the  following  as  sections  1  and  2 : 

"  'Sec.  1.  All  taxes  levied  in  this  state  shall  be  imiform 
and  equal ;  and  shall  be  assessed  upon  a  just  valuation  of  real 
and  personal  property. 

"  'Sea  2.  The  property  of  the  state,  property  of  any  com- 
mon school,  university,  college,  or  seminary  of  learning,  all 
houses  erected  for  and  dedicated  to  the  public  worship  of 
God,  and  the  lots  which  they  necessarily  occupy  for  such  pur- 
pose, and  all  public  burying  grounds  and  such  other  prop- 
erty as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe  by  law,  shall  be  free 
from  taxation.' 

"And  the  question  being  put  upon  the  adoption  of  the  same, 

"It  was  decided  in  the  negative. 

"The  first  amendment  of  the  committee  was  then  concurred 


Upon  page  205  of  the  journal  it  appears  that  Mr.  Judd 
again  moved  to  amend  the  article  by  inserting  the  following 
as  sec.  2 : 

"The  property  of  the  state,  property  of  any  common  school, 
imiversity,  college,  or  seminary  of  learning,  all  houses  erected 
for  and  dedicated  to  the  public  worship  of  God,  and  the  lots 
which  they  necessarily  occupy  for  such  purpose,  and  such 
other  property  as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe  by  law,  shall 
be  free  from  taxation." 

This  motion  was  followed  by  a  debate  upon  the  advisability 
of  naming  specific  exemptions,  participated  in  by  Messrs. 
Chase,  Lovell,  Richardson,  Kilboum,  Whiton,  and  Judd,  and 
the  motion  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of  42  to  17. 

It  appears,  by  the  newspaper  report  contained  in  the  news- , 
paper  before  mentioned,  that  Mr.  Richardson  also  proposed 
to  amend  by  striking  out  the  section  reported  by  the  commit- 
tee and  inserting  the  following: 

"Sec  1.  All  taxes  to  be  levied  in  this  state  shall  be  levied 
upon  all  property,  both  real  and  personal,  according  to  valu- 
ation. 

"Sec.  2.  Property  belonging  to  the  state,  educational,  chari- 
table or  religious  institutions,  or  set  apart  for  such  purposes^ 
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and  such  otlier  property  as  the  legislature  shall  deem  proper, 
shall  be  exempted  from  taxation,  anything  contained  in  the 
first  section  of  this  article  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

But  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

It  further  appears  from  the  newspaper  report  that  Mr. 
Vanderpool  proposed  the  following  as  sec.  2 : 

"The  legislature  shall  determine  by  law  what  property 
shall  be  exempt  from  taxation,  and  all  other  property,  both 
real  and  personal,  shall  be  taxed  according  to  its  valuation." 

But  the  amendment  was  ruled  out  of  order.  Neither  of 
these  last  two  proposed  amendments  is  mentioned  in  the  jour- 
nal.    The  article  was  then  ordered  to  be  engrossed. 

It  further  appears  by  the  journal,  on  pages  465  and  466, 
that  the  committee  on  revision  and  arrangement  recommended 
to  strike  from^sec.  1  the  words  "throughout  the  state,"  which 
was  agreed  to,  and  the  section  was  finally  incorporated  in  the 
constitution  as  it  now  stands,  viz.,  "The  rule  of  taxation 
shall  be  uniform,  and  taxes  shall  be  levied  on  such  property 
as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe." 

Examination  of  this  brief  record  brings  out  several  rather 
remarkable  facts:  First,  the  debate  in  the  committee  of  the 
whole  upon  this  very  important  clause  of  the  constitution, 
and  as  a  result  of  which  its  terms  were  settled,  occupied  only 
a  part  of  a  single  half-day^s  session;  second,  that  debate,  as 
well  as  the  short  debate  which  occurred  on  the  following  day 
on  the  floor  of  the  convention  upon  Mr.  Judd's  amendment, 
was  devoted  wholly  to  the  question  of  the  exemption  of  prop- 
erty from  taxation  and  the  relative  advisability  of  specifying 
in  the  constitution  what  property  should  be  exempt,  or  of 
leaving  the  whole  subject  to  the  legislature  in  a  general 
phrase ;  third,  Mr.  Rountree's  amendment  providing  specially 
for  the  taxation  of  occupations  and  franchises  was  rejected, 
not  for  the  reason  that  it  was  desired  to  deny  the  legislature 
power  to  levy  such  taxes,  but  because,  as  expressed  by  Mr. 
Kilboum,  it  was  going  into  the  details  of  legislation,  and,  as 
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expressed  by  Mr.  Chase,  the  legislature  would  have  the  same 
power  without  it  as  with  it,  and  to  these  views  there  was  no 
dissent;  fourth,  if  by  this  clause  the  legislature  intended  to 
limit  taxation  to  property  alone  they  did  so  without  debate 
and  apparently  without  a  word  upon  the  subject  either  pro  or 
con. 

There  were  eminent  lawyers  in  that  convention.  Mr.  Lov- 
ell  and  Mr.  Whiton  were  the  peers  of  any  in  the  territory 
at  that  time,  even  if  we  could  name  no  others.  They  knew, 
and  undoubtedly  many  others  knew,  that  excise  taxation  was 
a  valuable  and  widely  used  form  of  the  taxing  power ;  yet  if 
we  adopt  the  view  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  we  must  say 
that  they  deliberately  deprived  the  state  of  this  most  effective 
and  useful  arm  of  the  taxing  power  after  a  debate  of  an  hour 
or  two  devoted  solely  to  the  subject  of  exemptions  from  prop- 
erty taxation.  This  conclusion  is  startling,  to  say  the  least 
It  can  only  be  reached  by  arbitrary  application  of  the  rule  of 
expres^io  unius,  and  this  rule,  like  all  other  mere  rules  of 
construction  applied  to  ambiguous  words,  yields  to  proof  of 
surrounding  facts  and  circumstances  which  satisfactorily  dem- 
onstrates that  the  meaning  intended  by  the  parties  was  dif- 
ferent. 

But  we  are  not  dependent  upon  the  proceedings  of  the  con- 
vention alone  in  our  effort  to  properly  interpret  this  clause. 
History  has  been  made  since  then.  Practical  construction 
has  been  given  to  the  taxing  power  of  the  government  for 
more  than  half  a  century.  Has  the  state  confined  itself  to 
property  taxation,  or  has  it  levied  excise  taxes  in  addition  ? 
This  question  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  true  na- 
ture of  the  railroad  license  taxation  system,  which  was  in  use 
in  this  state  from  1860  to  1903,  a  history  of  which  will  be 
found  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Railway  Cos.  128 
Wis.  449,  108  N.  W.  594.  The  first  attempt  to  tax  railroads 
was  made  by  ch.  74,  Laws  of  1854,  which  provided  for  the 
payment  by  railroads  of  one  per  cent,  of  their  gross  earnings 
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for  the  previous  year  in  lieu  of  all  taxes,  and  authorized  a 
levy  upon  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  company  and 
sale  of  the  same  in  default  of  payment.  The  constitution- 
ality of  this  act  was  attacked  in  the  case  of  Milwaukee  &  Mi 
R.  Co.  V.  Wavlcesha  Co.  9  Wis.  431,  449,  in  the  year  1855. 
Judge  HuBBELL,  upon  the  circuit  bench,  upheld  the  law  on 
the  ground  that  the  same  provided,  not  for  a  tax,  but  for  the 
payment  of  a  bonus  or  compensation  by  the  company  for  the 
exemption  of  its  property  from  taxation.  The  case  came  to 
this  court  and  was  ably  argued  by  E.  G.  Ryan  for  the  ap- 
pellants and  Finch  &  Lynde  for  the  respondent.  The  law 
was  sustained,  but  unfortunately  no  formal  opinion  was  writ- 
ten, and  the  case  was  not  officially  reported  for  some  years. 
In  1859  the  case  of  Knowlton  v.  Rock  Co.  9  Wis.  410,  came 
before  this  court,  involving  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a 
law  requiring  farming  lands  within  the  limits  of  a  city  to  be 
taxed  at  a  different  rate  from  property  within  recorded  plats, 
and  it  was  held  that  property  could  not  be  so  classified.  Ref- 
erence was  made  in  the  opinion  to  the  case  of  Milwaukee  & 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  Waukesha  Co.,  supra,  and  the  statement  made 
that  it  was  there  determined  that  no  question  of  the  exercise 
of  the  taxing  power  was  involved  in  it  At  this  time  Judge 
Dixon  was  chief  justice  and  Judges  Cole  and  Paine  were 
associate  justices,  while  in  1855  the  bench  was  composed  of 
Justices  Whiton,  Smith,  and  Cole.  Judge  Smith,  how- 
ever, was  still  the  official  reporter  in  1859,  and  in  reporting 
the  Knowlton  Case,  supra,  he  inserted  as  a  note  a  full  report 
of  the  Milwaukee  <&  M.  R.  Co.  Case,  with  his  memorandum 
of  the  decision  in  that  case,  which  it  appears  was  prepared  at 
the  time  the  case  was  decided  with  the  idea  that  a  formal 
opinion  should  be  written  later,  which  for  some  reason  was 
never  done.  This  report  of  the  case  appears  at  page  431 
of  the  original  edition  of  9  Wis.  (Vilas  &  Bryant  ed.  399), 
and  the  memorandum  appears  on  page  449  of  the  original 
edition.    From  this  memorandum  we  learn  (1)  that  it  was 
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held  that  the  act  did  not  violate  the  clause  requiring  uniform 
taxation  providing  all  railroad  property  is  alike  taxed  or  alike 
exempt;  (2)  that  the  court  thought  the  law  did  not  impose  a 
tax  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provisions^  and 
hence  was  valid. 

At  the  January  term,  1860,  however,  the  direct  question 
again  came  up  whether  the  railroad  taxation  law  of  1854  was 
constitutional,  in  the  case  of  State  ex  rel.  Att'y  Gen.  v,  Win- 
nebago L,  &  F.  R.  P.  R.  Co.  11  Wis.  35,  and  it  was  held 
(Justice  Cole  dissenting)  that  it  provided  for  a  tax  on  prop- 
erty, and  transgressed  the  rule  of  imiformity,  and  hence  was 
unconstitutional.  In  this  case  reference  was  again  made  to 
the  Milwaukee  <£•  M.  R.  Co.  Case,  "in  which  there  was  never 
any  opinion  written,"  and  it  was  distinctly  overruled  against 
Judge  Cole's  protest.  In  this  case  the  opinion  takes  up  and 
treats  the  claim  that  the  exaction  is  a  license  fee  and  not  a 
tax,  and  rejects  it  for  various  reasons,  among  which  were 
that  it  was  directly  called  a  tax  in  the  title  of  the  act,  that  it 
provided  for  no  license,  that  it  did  not  pretend  to  grant  any 
authority  or  privilege  to  do  any  act,  and  hence  did  not  per- 
form the  functions  of  a  license  law.  This  decision  was  made 
at  the  January  term,  1860,  and  evidently  threw  the  financial 
systems  of  the  state  and  municipalities  into  great  disorder. 
The  legislature  at  once  passed  chs.  173  and  174,  Laws  of 
1860 ;  the  first-named  chapter  exempting  all  railroad  property 
from  taxation,  and  the  last-named  chapter  providing  for  tax- 
ation of  railroads  by  the  license  system.  In  these  acts  the 
attempt  of  the  legislature  to  follow  the  suggestions  of  the 
court  in  the  Planlc  Road  Case  (11  Wis.  35)  and  make  a  law 
which  should,  in  fact,  be  a  license  law  is  very  manifest  Every 
reason  suggested  in  that  case  why  the  law  of  1854  could  not 
be  considered  a  license  law  was  observed,  and  an  attempt 
made  to  obviate  it.  But  the  question  would  not  down.  It 
was  presented  again  in  Kneeland  v.  Milwaukee,  15  Wis.  454, 
in  1862,  when  the  extent  of  the  financial  ruin  and  govem- 
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mental  paralysis  resulting  from  the  holding  in  the  Plank 
Road  Case  was  evident  on  every  hand.  The  court  in  this 
-case,  after  affirming  the  Plank  Road  Case  upon  the  first  argu- 
ment, entertained  a  motion  for  rehearing,  and  while  Justices 
BrxoN  and  Paine  remained  of  the  same  opinion  upon  the 
merits  they  finally  agreed  in  overruling  their  former  decision 
and  returning  to  the  decision  in  the  Milwaukee  &  M.  R.  Co. 
Case,  on  the  groimd  of  stare  decisis.  So  the  law  was  settled 
in  this  state  that  the  act  of  1854  was  constitutional. 

The  only  thing  that  can  be  said  to  have  remained  doubtful 
was  the  question  as  to  what  ground  or  grounds  the  decision 
in  the  Milwaukee  &  M.  R.  Co.  Case  went  on.  According  to 
Judge  Smith's  memorandum,  the  only  contemporaneous 
written  evidence  which  we  have,  it  went  upon  two  grounds: 
(1)  That  if  a  tax,  it  did  not  violate  the  rule  of  uniformity 
because  all  railroad  property  was  treated  alike,  and  (2)  be- 
cause the  court  did  not  deem  it  a  tax  within  the  constitu- 
tional provisions  (t.  e.  sec.  1  of  art  VIII  of  the  constitu- 
tion). This  second  proposition  can  only  mean  that  it  was 
not  a  tax  upon  property.  According  to  Judge  Cole  it  was 
not  decided  that  the  law  did  not  impose  a  tax,  but  Justice 
Paine  in  the  final  opinion  in  the  Eneeland  Case  ti'eated  this 
difference  of  opinion  as,  in  fact,  immaterial,  and  said  that 
all  that  it  was  necessary  to  know  was  that  it  was  held  that,  if 
it  was  a  tax,  it  was  no  violation  of  the  rule  of  imiformity, 
and  that  the  law  was  held  to  be  no  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tion. It  is  not  very  surprising  that  Judge  Cole's  recollec- 
tion should  not  agree  with  the  written  memorandum.  Doubt- 
less the  discussion  in  the  consultation  room  took  a  wide  range, 
and  all  know  how  rare  it  is  that  two  persons  will  remember  a 
long  conversation  or  consultation  alike.  Both  versions  may 
be  practically  harmonized  on  this  theory,  namely,  that  it  was 
held  not  to  amount  to  a  property  tax  under  sec.  1  of  art.  VIII 
of  the  constitution,  as  Judge  Smith  says,  but  was  held  to  be 
an  exercise  of  the  inherent  taxing  power  of  the  state.     Judge 
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Smith's  inemorandimi  nowhere  negatives  this  theory,  but 
rather  tends  to  support  it,  while  this  also  justifies  Judge 
Cole's  statement  that  it  was  not  held  that  the  law  did  not 
impose  a  tax.  However  this  may  be,  it  would  seem  that  the 
question  is  authoritatively  settled  in  the  case  of  Wis.  Cent. 
B.  Co.  V.  Taylor  Co.  52  Wis.  37,  8  N.  W.  833,  where  it  was 
held,  after  an  historical  review  of  the  cases  in  an  opinion  by 
the  present  chief  justice,  that  "the  decision  of  this  court  in 
the  case  of  Milwaukee  &  M.  B.  Co.  v.  Waukesha  Co.  9  Wis. 
449,  appears  to  be  eminently  sound  on  all  points  involved, 
and  all  contained  in  subsequent  opinions  inconsistent  there- 
with is  hereby  disapproved."  Just  what  is  meant  by  "all 
points  involved"  may  not  be  entirely  certain,  although  it 
would  seem  to  refer  to  the  points  named  in  the  memorandum 
of  the  decision  made  by  Judge  Smith  ;  but  there  can  be  little 
doubt  as  to  what  is  meant  by  the  phrase  "all  contained  in 
subsequent  opinions  inconsistent  therewith."  The  positions 
which  Justices  Dixon  and  Paine  took  in  the  Plank  Boad 
Case  (11  Wis.  35)  which  were  inconsistent  with  the  Mil- 
vmukee  &  M.  B.  Co.  Case  and  upon  which  the  latter  case  was 
overruled  were  that  the  railroad  tax  was  a  tax  upon  property, 
and  that  hence  it  was  void  because  not  uniform  under  sec.  1 
of  art.  VIII,  and  these  positions  are  certainly  disapproved 
by  the  Taylor  County  Case.  So  we  regard  it  as  settled  by 
the  necessary  effect  of  the  decisions  named  that  the  railroad 
tax  legislation  of  1854,  and  a' fortiori  the  railroad  license 
legislation  of  1860  and  of  following  years,  while  imposing  a 
tax  in  the  proper  sense,  did  not  impose  a  tax  upon  property 
within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1  of  art.  VIII  of  the  constitution, 
but  was  in  fact  excise  taxation  upon  the  privilege  of  trans- 
acting business. 

But  were  it  conceded  that  this  is  not  a  correct  deduction 
from  the  decisions  cited,  and  that  the  only  thing  settled  by 
them  is  that  the  tax  is  constitutional  on  some  ground  not 
stated,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  sec  how  railway  license  taxa- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


21]  JANUARY  TERM,  1906.  21» 

Nunnemacher  v.  State,  129  Wis.  190. 

tion,  such  as  has  been  in  force  since  the  acts  of  1860  up  to  the 
year  1903,  can,  in  any  event,  be  logically  held  to  be  taxation 
of  property.  The  entire  property  of  the  railroad  company 
is  exempted  from  taxation  by  specific  provision  of  law.  How 
can  it  be  said  to  be  taxed  when  the  law  makes  it  exempt  from 
taxation?  A  railroad  company  might  have  much  property 
in  this  state,  but  if  it  chose  at  any  time  to  cease  to  operate 
its  railroad,  for  any  reason,  it  could  not  be  compelled  to  pay 
the  license  fee,  because  the  fee  is  only  exacted  of  a  person  or 
company  "operating"  a  railroad  as  a  condition  of  the  issu- 
ance of  a  license  giving  it  the  privilege  to  operate  its  road  for 
the  ensuing  year.  The  license  fee  is  paid  for  the  privilege  of 
doing  its  business.  It  is  strictly  a  privilege  or  occupation 
tax.     2  Cooley,  Taxation  (3d  ed.)  ch.  18. 

It  is  matter  of  history  that  this  occupation  or  privilege 
tax  has  been  continuously  levied  by  the  state  unchallenged 
since  the  decision  of  the  Eneeland  Case,  supra,  up  to  the 
passage  of  ch.  315,  Laws  of  1903,  and  that  a  very  large  part 
of  the  revenues  of  the  state  have  been  derived  therefrom. 
But,  not  only  this,  the  same  system  of  taxation  by  license  of 
business  and  exemption  of  property  has  from  time  to  time 
been  extended  to  other  fields  of  taxation,  until  at  the  present 
time  the  property  of  street  railway  companies,  electric  light 
and  power  companies,  telegraph  companies,  and  telephone 
companies  is  and  has  been  for  years  exempt  from  taxation, 
and  they  have  been  required  to  pay  an  occupation  tax  or  fee, 
under  the  license  system,  for  the  privilege  of  transacting  their 
business. 

Furthermore,  the  whole  system  of  licensing  domestic  in- 
surance companies  to  transact  their  business,  so  far  as  it  is 
resorted  to  for  the  mere  purpose  of  revenue  (and  it  is  very 
evident  from  the  large  sums  annually  collected  that  revenue 
as  well  as  regulation  is  its  object),  must  be  justified,  if  justi- 
fied at  aU,  as  an  excise  or  occupation  tax.  In  the  case  of  for- 
eign companies  these  license  charges  may  be  justified  under 
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the  police  power  and  the  right  of  the  state  to  impose  any  con- 
ditions on  foreign  corporations  before  allowing  them  to  do 
business  in  this  state,  as  in  Travelers'  Ins,  Co.  v.  Fricke,  99 
Wis.  367,  74  N.  W.  372,  78  N.  W.  407,  but  in  case  of  do- 
mestic corporations,  where  a  license  fee  is  exacted  which 
manifestly  greatly  exceeds  the  cost  of  supervision  or  regula- 
tion of  the  business,  the  exaction  must  be  justified,  if  justi- 
fied at  all,  under  the  power  of  taxation.  Wisconsin  Tel,  Co. 
V.  Milwavkee,  126  Wis.  1,  104  N.  W.  1009 ;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  (7th  ed.)  713. 

Thus  it  seems  to  us  quite  certain  that  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  as  well  as  a  half  century's  practical  construction,  re- 
inforce the  conclusion  so  strongly  su^^^sted  by  the  constitu- 
tional debates,  namely,  that  sec.  1  of  art.  VIII  is  a  section 
governing  the  taxation  of  property  alone,  and  not  intended 
to  prohibit  the  taxation  of  privileges  or  occupations ;  that  it 
really  means,  as  held  in  the  Taylor  Cowfity  Case  (52  Wis. 
37)  at  page  92  (8  N.  W.  854),  "Taxes  shall  be  levied  upon 
such  property  as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe  by  a  uniform 
rule,**  or  "the  rule  of  taxation  shall  be  uniform  upon  such 
property  as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe;'*  that,  so  far  as 
the  taxation  of  property  is  concerned,  there  can  be  no  classi- 
fication which  will  interfere  with  substantial  and  practical 
uniformity  of  rate  {Chicago  &  N,  ^Y.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  128 
Wis.  553,  108  N.  W.  557),  and  that  the  clause  "the  rule  of 
taxation  shall  be  uniform,"  if  applicable  to  excise  taxation 
at  all,  means  no  more  than  the  general  equality  clauses  of 
the  constitution,  or  "the  equal  protection  of  the  laws"  guar- 
anteed by  tlie  XlVth  amendment  Taxation  of  privileges 
and  occupations  manifestly  cannot  be  uniform  in  the  sense  in 
which  property  taxation  may  be  imiform.  Property  may  be 
all  reduced  to  its  money  value  and  a  uniform  rate  levied  upon 
it  aU;  but  when  occupations,  privileges,  or  property  transfers 
are  to  be  taxed  there  is  no  common  ground  upon  which  they 
can  meet,  no  standard  by  which  their  relative  value  or  worth 
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can  be  measured  or  compared ;  and  hence  uniformity  of  taxa- 
tion or  even  equality  of  taxation,  as  applied  to  excise  taxes, 
must  necessarily  mean  taxation  which  does  not  discriminate, 
but  which  operates  alike  on  all  persons  similarly  situated. 
In  other  words,  proper  classification  may  be  made  and  a  dif- 
ferent rate  applied  to  each  class.  1  Cooley,  Taxation  (3d 
ed.)  72,  73;  Staie  v.  Applegarth,  81  Md.  293,  31  Atl.  961; 
Tiedeman,  Lim.  of  Police  Power,  282. 

III.  These  considerations  bring  us  to  the  third  point  of  the 
argument,  and,  in  fact,  partly  answer  it,  namely,  the  objec- 
tion that  the  tax  here  in  question  violates  the  rule  of  uniform- 
ity. That  rule,  as  applied  to  excise  taxation,  meaning  sim- 
ply that  there  shall  be  no  imjust  discrimination,  the  sole  re- 
maining question  under  this  contention  is  whether  the  pres- 
ent law  violates  the  true  principles  of  classification.  It  was 
said  in  the  Black  Case  (113  Wis.  205,  89  K  W.  622)  that 
"classification  between  lineals  and  collateral  relatives  and 
strangers  does  not  violate  the  rule  of  uniformity  nor  the  prin- 
ciple of  equal  protection  of  the  laws ;  and  that  reasonable  ex- 
emption of  small  estates  also  may  be  allowed  without  violat- 
ing uniformity."  While  the  admissions  made  by  counsel  in 
the  Black  Case  tend  to  deprive  this  expression  of  weight  as 
an  authority,  the  arguments  in  the  present  case  aided  by  our 
own  investigations  have  convinced  us  that  the  conclusions  are 
correct  and  sanctioned  by  the  great  weight  of  authority.  In 
order  to  justify  classification  there  must,  of  course,  be  sub- 
stantial and  real  differences  of  situation  calling  for  or  reason- 
ably suggesting  the  necessity  for  different  treatment  That 
a  wife  or  daughter  deprived  by  death  of  the  care  and  support 
of  her  natural  protector  stands  in  substantially  a  different 
position  from  a  collateral  relative,  and  that  her  situation 
justifies  different  treatment,  goes  almost  without  saying,  and 
that  a  collateral  relative  stands  in  a  Substantially  different 
position  from  a  *mere  stranger  seems  reasonably  clear,  al- 
though in  less  degree.     The  authorities  are  quite  unanimous 
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in  justifying  substantially  the  classification  which  is  embod- 
ied in  the  law,  and  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States 
has  approved  of  it  in  numerous  decisions,  notable  among 
which  is  Magoun  v.  III  T.  &  S.  Bank,  170  U.  S.  283,  18  Sup. 
Ct  594.  In  view  of  our  construction  of  sec.  1,  art.  VIII, 
of  our  constitution,  by  which  we  hold  that  it  applies  simply 
to  property  taxation,  the  question  seems  to  be  free  from  rea- 
sonable doubt 

The  progressive  feature  of  the  act  involves  greater  diffi- 
<;ulty.  By  this  feature  increased  rates  of  taxation  are  im- 
posed as  the  amount  of  the  bequest  increases.  Thus,  if  one 
legatee  receives  $25,000  and  another  in  the  same  degree  of 
kinship  receives  $50,000,  while  they  will  both  pay  the  same 
rate  on  $25,000,  the  second  legatee  will  pay  a  higher  rate 
on  his  second  $25,000.  It  is  said  that  this  is  rank  discrimi- 
nation, that  there  is  no  difference  in  situation  justifying  a 
difference  in  classification,  and  that  classification  of  persons 
cannot  be  based  on  mere  differences  in  ability  to  pay.  If  this 
question  were  an  original  one  it  would  seem  serious.  It  is 
somewhat  persuasive  to  note  that  railroad  license  taxes  have 
been  levied  upon  the  progressive  plan,  increasing  as  the  earn- 
ings per  mile  increase,  since  1876  without  question,  and  that 
street  railroads  and  electric  lighting  companies  are  now  sub- 
ject to  a  like  progressive  rate  of  taxation.  Stats.  1898,  sees. 
1213,  1222d.  This  fact  would  not,  of  course,  be  conclusive. 
The  question  has,  however,  been  met  in  other  courts,  and 
it  has  been  held  with  substantial  uniformity  that  the  pro- 
gressive feature  does  not  violate  the  general  guaranties  of 
equality  and  equal  protection  of  the  laws  contained  in  the 
various  state  constitutions  and  in  the  XlVth  amendment  to 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States.  Magown,  v.  III.  T.  & 
S.  Bank,  supra;  Knowlton  v.  Moore,  178  U.  S.  41,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  7^7;Eocher8perger  v.  Drake,  167  lU.  122,  47  N.  E.  321. 
The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  as  to 
the  force  of  the  XlVth  amendment  is  necessarily  conclusive, 
and  as  the  general  equality  guaranties  of  our  own  constitution 
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are  substantially  the  equivalent  of  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws  guaranteed  by  the  XlVth  amendment,  we  are  content  to 
follow  the  decisions  of  the  United  States  supreme  court,  and 
hold  that  the  progressive  feature  does  not  violate  the  consti- 
tution. 

Two  minor  contentions  are  made  which  we  deem  unten- 
able. The  first  is  that  the  law  imposes  a  state  tax,  and  vio- 
lates sec.  5  of  art  VIII  of  the  constitution,  which  declares 
that  "the  legislature  shall  provide  for  an  annual  tax  sufficient 
to  defray  the  expenses  for  each  year,  and  whenever  the  ex- 
penses for  any  year  shall  exceed  the  income,  the  legislature 
shall  provide  for  levying  a  tax  for  the  ensuing  year  sufficient 
with  other  sources  of  income  to  pay  the  deficiency  as  well  as 
the  estimated  expenses  of  such  ensuing  year."  It  seems  suf- 
ficient to  say  with  regard  to  this  contention  that  the  section 
relied  upon  expressly  recognizes  the  fact  that  the  state  may 
have  other  sources  of  income  aside  from  a  direct  tax  upon 
property,  and  the  section  quoted  is  simply  intended  as  a 
regulation  or  provision  covering  the  levying  of  a  direct  tax 
upon  property,  if  such  a  tax  be  necessary. 

The  second  contention  is  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional 
because  it  commits  certain  matters  concerning  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  law,  such  as  the  fixing  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty inherited  or  bequeathed  and  the  amount  of  the  tax,  to 
the  county  court,  and  these  are  said  to  be  administrative,  not 
judicial  duties.  The  argument  does  not  appeal  to  us.  The 
law  fixes  the  tax ;  the  court,  as  an  incident  in  the  settlement 
of  the  estate,  simply  determines,  in  a  judicial  way,  certain 
facts  necessary  to  be  ascertained  to  determine  how  much  the 
tax  fixed  by  law  amounts  to  in  a  given  case.  These  duties 
seem  to  us  as  judicial  in  their  character,  and  very  properly  in- 
trusted to  the  county  court  in  which  the  estate  is  being  ad- 
ministered. 

By  the  Court. — The  demurrer  is  sustained  and  judgment 
dismissing  the  complaint  ordered,  with  $25  attorney's  fees 
and  necessary  disbursements,  to  be  taxed. 
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Marshall,  J.  (concurring).  I  concur  in  all  that  is  said 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court  written  by  my  brother  Winslow. 
I  choose  to  add  a  few  words,  more  by  way  of  emphasis  than 
for  any  other  reason. 

It  should  be  cause  for  much  gratification  to  all  who  appre- 
ciate the  principles  of  constitutional  liberty,  now  so  signally 
vindicated,  that,  rising  above  the  influence  of  mere  precedent^ 
the  court  has  the  courage  to  cut  loose  from  a  judicial  error 
that  has  been  almost  imiversally  proclaimed  by  the  courts  of 
this  country  for  many  years — again  demonstrating  that 

"Truth  crushed  to  earth  shaU  rise  again; 

The  eternal  years  of  God  are  hers; 
But  Error,  wounded,  writhes  with  pain. 
And  dies  among  his  worshippers." 

As  we  face  and  try  to  measure  the  limitless  significance 
and  importance  of  the  conception  of  that  great  change  in  civil 
government  from  the  old  order  to  the  one  under  a  written  con- 
stitution, we  are  utterly  unable  to  harmonize  it  with  the  idea^ 
inconsiderately  expressed  at  first,  and  followed,  thereafter,, 
without  original  thought  upon  tlie  subject,  as  it  seems,  that 
the  transmission  and  taking  of  property  through  inheritable 
blood  or  by  will  rests  in  sovereign  grace  and  not  in  right,  and 
that  it  is  competent  for  the  law-making  power  to  abolish  all 
regulations  on  tlie  subject,  leaving  property,  upon  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  death  of  the  owner,  liable  to  be  seized  upon 
and  enjoyed  by  the  first  taker  or  to  escheat  to  the  people  as  a 
whole.  How  that  relic  of  a  system  recognizing  a  personal, 
earthly  sovereign  as  the  source  of  all  power  and  opportunity 
to  acquire  and  enjoy  and  transmit  the  fruits  of  individual 
energy,  could  have  been  regarded  as  the  light  to  guide  judi- 
cial footsteps  under  a  system  dignifying  former  so-c»llcd 
priidleges  or  graces  as  rights,  puzzles  the  mind.  True,  it  has 
been  affirmed  over  and  over  again  by  judges  and  courts  of  the 
highest  respectability.  Eminent  jurists  whose  names  are 
written  high  in  the  temple  of  judicial  fame  have  stood  spmi- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


21]  JANUAKY  TERM,  1906.  225 

Nunnemacber  v.  State,  129  Wis.  190. 

8ors  for  it  But  the  greatest  errors  of  the  past  have  had  the 
most  distinguished  supporters.  If  it  were  true  that  error 
could  be  sanctified  by  mere  weight  of  the  number  or  ability 
of  its  advocates,  and  be  given  the  character  of  infallible  truth 
by  the  mere  force  of  repetition,  then  the  error  that  the  con- 
stitutional guaranties  do  not  reach  the  subject  we  are  con- 
sidering would  have  long  ago  taken  such  deep  root  that 
the  most  courageous  could  not  have  hoped  to  dislodge  it. 
But  such,  as  experience  shows,  is  not  the  case.  Error,  though 
often  repeated,  is  error  still,  and  because  it  is  error  it  is  mor- 
tal and  must  be  swallowed  up  by  immortality.  We  may  well 
hope  that  the  position  of  this  court,  now  taken,  will  mark  a 
return  movement  to  a  better  appreciation  of  the  great  change 
which  the  constitution  made  from  a  form  of  personal  gov- 
ernment, unrestrained,  in  the  ultimate,  except  by  the  con- 
science of  the  sovereign,  to  a  government  by  the  people  under 
the  restraints  of  a  written  constitution  setting  up  the  stand- 
ard necessary  to  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness ; 
and  creating  a  judicial  system,  independent  of  all  other  de- 
partments, with  supreme  power  to  guard  that  standard. 

The  very  opening  lines  of  the  immortal  Declaration  mark 
one  of  the  greatest  changes  wrought  in  human  affairs.  It 
was  not  the  mere  expression  of  a  sentiment;  it  was  the  dec- 
laration of  a  fundamental  truth  designed  to  stand  for  the 
future  as  the  central  object  of  civil  government,  and  to  be  a 
test  of  the  legitimacy  of  legislative  action:  "We  hold  these 
truths  to  be  self-evident:  that  all  men  are  created  equal;  that 
they  are  endowed  by  the  Creator  with  certain  imalienable 
rights ;  that  among  these  are  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of 
happiness." 

Upon  that  all  the  constitutions  of  the  land,  state  and  na- 
tional, have  been  builded.  If  there  were  any  purpose  at  all 
in  that  declaration  and  the  incorporation  of  it  into  all  con- 
stitutions. It  was  to  mark  the  beginning  of  a  new  era,  one 
when  those  things  regarded  to  be  essential  to  human  life,  hu- 
VoT.  129  —  15 


Digitized  by 


Google 


226         SUPKEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Juke 
Nunnemacher  v.  State,  129  Wis.  190. 

man  liberty,  and  human  happiness  should  no  longer  be  legiti- 
mately referred  to  as  subjects  of  enjoyment  by  mere  sover- 
-eign  grace,  but  should  have  the  dignity  of  absolute  rights, 
Tegulated  by  laws  reasonably  necessary  to  their  preservation 
•iind  enjoyment ;  not  subject  to  regulation  beyond  that  bound- 
ary and  into  the  realms  of  destruction. 

It  was  that  conception  of  the  constitution  in  the  soul  of 
Daniel  Webster,  when  in  the  last  years  of  his  life,  looking 
backward  at  the  dangers  successfully  passed,  and  facing  in 
contemplation  those  yet  to  come,  he  said : 

*^I  love  the  constitution  of  the  country.  I  have  a  passion 
for  it,  the  only  political  passion  that  ever  entered  into  my 
breast;  I  cherish  it  day  and  night;  I  live  on  its  healthful, 
saving  influences,  and  I  trust  never,  never,  neveb  to  cease  to 
heed  it  till  I  go  to  the  grave  of  my  fathers.  The  constitution 
of  the  United  States!  What  is  there  on  the  whole  earth; 
what  is  there  that  so  fills  the  imaginations  of  men  under 
heaven;  what  is  there  that  the  civilized,  liberalized,  liberty- 
loving  people  of  the  world  can  look  at,  and  do  look  at,  so 
much  as  that  great  and  glorious  instrument,  held  up  to  their 
contemplation,  blazing  over  the  Western  Hemisphere,  and 
darting  its  rays  throughout  the  world,  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  of  America  I" 

Facing  that  not  overdrawn  picture,  who  could  fail  to  appre- 
ciate that  a  radical  change  was  wrought  by  our  organic  law, 
or  doubt  but  what  included  among  those  unalienable  rights 
so  forcibly  proclaimed  and  impliedly  or  expressly  guaranteed 
is  that  of  complete  enjoyment  of  personal  acquisitions,  sub- 
ject only  to  reasonable  regulation  ?  Why  turn  aside  and  test 
the  dignity  of  individual  possessions  in  that  respect  by  the 
Tery  system  which  the  change  was  designed  to  replace  ? 

When  I  wrote  the  concurring  opinion  in  Black  v.  State, 
113  Wis.  205,  89  N.  W.  522,  proclaiming  the  doctrine,  and 
without  disfavor  by  my  brethren,  which  the  court  has  now  so 
emphatically  vindicated,  I  affirmed  that  the  power  to  tax 
the  right  to  inherit  and  to  take  by  will,  as  property  or  the  rep- 
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resentative  of  property,  and  make  all  reasonable  regulations 
of  such  rights,  which  include  reasonable  revenue  measures, 
exists  and  may  well  be  exercised.  Doubtless  that  may  be 
done  in  either  of  two  ways,  viz. :  imder  sec.  1,  art.  VIII,  and 
independently  thereof,  limited  by  equality  clauses  of  the  con- 
stitution, which  prohibit  unjustifiable  discriminations  and 
legislation  destructive  of  the  right.  The  latter  method  was 
well  known  when  the  change  to  the  present  system  of  govern- 
ment in  this  country  occurred.  There  were  regulations  for 
the  purpose  of  revenue,  and,  besides,  there  was  the  overshad- 
owing power  to  withdraw  the  privilege  entirely.  The  latter 
was  abrogated  when  the  privilege,  so  called,  was  given  the 
dignity  of  a  right  Power  as  to  the  former  was  not  affected. 
It  can  be  exercised,  subject  to  constitutional  limitations. 
When  the  legislation  in  that  regard  passes  the  boundary  of 
regulation  and  becomes  discriminatory,  or  burdensome  be- 
cause not  a  reasonable  taxing  measure  and  therefore  confisca- 
tory, it  meets  the  bar  of  the  constitution.  Further  liberty 
than  that  to  deal  with  property  rights  on  the  occasion  of  the 
4eath  of  an  owner  is  a  relic  of  the  past.  It  has  no  legitimate 
place  in  our  system  of  constitutional  liberty. 

Dodge,  J.  (dissenting).  I  find  myself  unable  to  yield 
assent  to  the  conclusion  of  the  court  in  this  case  that  the 
legislature  has  not  transgressed  the  limitations  clearly  im- 
posed by  the  constitution  upon  the  powers  delegated  to  that 
branch  of  the  government.  With  several  of  the  steps  of  rea- 
soning declared  as  leading  to  that  conclusion  I  have  no  quar- 
reL  Thus,  I  do  not  doubt  that  the  general  grant  of  legisla- 
tive power  includes  authority  to  lay  taxes  upon  substantially 
all  subjects,  at  least  all  subjects  commonly  recognized  in 
1848  as  customary  and  proper.  Among  such  subjects  were 
transfers  of  property,  prosecution  of  business  of  all  kinds, 
and,  indeed,  the  exercise  of  any  rights  or  privileges.  Neither 
can  I  avoid  the  conclusion  that  this  general  power  to  lay 
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taxes  is  not  limited  to  property  ^s  the  only  subject  by  the 
clause  in  sec  1,  art  VIII :  "Taxes  shall  be  levied  upon  such 
property  as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe."  I  am  convinced^ 
after  much  consideration  of  the  constitutional  debates,  that 
such  clause  was  inserted  merely  to  declare  authority  in  the 
legislature  to  exempt  some  property  and  to  tax  some.  I  am 
also  clear  that  among  the  transactions  recognized  as  legiti- 
mate subjects  of  taxation  by  imposition  of  an  excise  tax,  duty, 
or  impost  is  the  transmission  of  property,  upon  death  of  its 
owner,  to  his  descendants  or  legatees.  Whether  such  trans- 
mission rests  on  inherent  right  such  as  the  government  can- 
not take  away,  or  upon  a  mere  privilege  which  the  legislature 
might  accord  or  deny,  in  its  discretion,  as  so  generally  as- 
serted by  high  authority  both  legal  and  economic,  I  deem  a 
wholly  academic  question  here.  If  the  former,  the  transfer, 
like  other  transfers  of  property,  is  a  customary  and  proper 
subject  of  taxation.  If  a  mere  privilege,  resting  in  grant  by 
the  legislature,  still  that  grant  has  been  made,  and  a  legal 
right  of  inheritance  has  been  established,  and  the  statute  un- 
der consideration  obviously  provides  merely  for  a  tax  upon  a 
recognized  and  existing  right,  not  for  the  revocation  or  denial 
of  such  right  even  in  part. 

After  assenting  to  all  these  positions,  however,  I  still  find, 
in  our  constitution,  limits  upon  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  lay  even  an  excise  tax  upon  transfers  of  property.  Sec.  1,. 
art.  VIII,  declares  that  the  "rule  of  taxation  shall  be  uni- 
form." I  can  find  nothing  in  the  constitutional  history  to 
support  the  view  that  this  behest  applies  only  to  some  taxe* 
and  not  to  others.  Its  association  in  the  same  section  with 
the  clause  above  quoted  authorizing  the  legislature  to  pre- 
scribe the  property  on  which  taxes  shall  be  laid,  and,  infer- 
entially,  that  which  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation,  does  not 
to  my  mind  even  suggest  that  the  uniformity  clause  has  ap- 
plication merely  to  taxation  of  property.  It  must  be  remem- 
bered that  this  behest  for  uniformity,  with  slight  difference 
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in  form,  was  in  the  draft  of  the  constitution  as  a  separate 
section,  and  was  never  the  subject  of  serious  question  or  de- 
bate. It  is  also  obvious  that  the  members  of  the  convention 
considered  that  the  "taxes''  or  "taxation,"  contemplated  as 
within  the  power  of  the  legislature,  included  taxation  by 
means  of  excise  or  duty  upon  occupations  and  privileges. 
The  discussion  quoted  in  the  court's  opinion  shows  uniform 
assumption  of  this  fact.  The  next  section  was  obviously 
framed  originally  in  recognition  of  the  necessity  of  some  ex- 
ception to  this  rule  of  uniformity,  due  to  the  fact  that,  in 
application  of  the  taxing  power  to  property,  some  must  be 
exempt  and  some  other  ought  to.  Federal  property  could 
not  be  taxed ;  taxation  of  state  or  municipal  property  would 
be  absurd;  while  certain  other  classes,  like  ecclesiastical  or 
educational  property,  might  wisely  be  omitted.  The  discus- 
sion resulted  in  a  decision  to  confer  on  the  legislature  full 
control  over  the  subject  of  exempting  property  from  taxation ; 
but  there  is  no  hint  of  any  purpose  to  further  narrow  the  re- 
quirement that  the  legislature  pursue  a  uniform  rule  in  all 
taxation,  whether  on  property  as  a  subject  or,  by  excise,  on 
occupations,  transfers,  and  the  like.  Nor  can  I  discover  any 
difficulty  in  practical  application  of  such  a  requirement. 
True,  there  can  be  no  uniformity  between  an  inheritance  tax 
and  a  peddlers'  license  tax,  because  there  can  be  no  compari- 
son, but  each  can  be  laid  by  a  uniform  rule.  All  the  deci- 
sions of  this  court  support  that  view.  If,  as  now  declared, 
the  railroad  licenses  were  mere  occupation  taxes,  it  was  cer- 
tainly assumed,  both  in  Milwaukee  &  M.  B.  Co,  v.  Wavkesha 
Co.  9  Wis.  431,  and  in  Wis.  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  Taylor  Co.  52 
Wis.  37,  8  N.  W.  833,  that  imiformity  within  the  class  was 
required,  and  such  necessity  was  decided  as  to  peddlers'  li- 
censes if  they  must  rest  on  the  taxing  power.  State  v.  Whit- 
cam,  122  Wis.  110,  118,  99  N.  W.  468.  Again,  the  require- 
ment of  uniformity  of  rule  has  repeatedly  been  held  to  per- 
mit classification  of  subjects  of  taxation  provided  uniformity 
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in  the  class  is  maintained  {Milwaukee  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  TTat^ 
kesha  Co.,  supra;  Wis.  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  Taylor  Co.,  supra; 
Kingsley  v.  Merrill,  122  Wis.  185,  99  N.  W.  1044;  Black  v. 
State,  113  Wis.  205,  89  N.  W.  522;  State  v.  Whitcom,  su- 
pra) ;  also  as  to  inheritance  taxes  in  State  ex  rel.  Sanderson  v. 
Mann,  76  Wis.  469,  477,  45  N.  W.  526,  46  N.  W.  51,  and 
Black  V.  State,  supra.  However,  I  do  not  consider  the  uni- 
formity clause  at  all  essential  to  my  conclusions  in  this  case. 
Even  if  it  has  no  application  to  taxation  by  excise,  yet  in 
sec.  1,  art.  I,  of  the  constitution  of  Wisconsin  we  find  limita- 
tion upon  the  powers  delegated  to  the  governnient  which  the 
people  created  by  that  instrument : 

"All  men  are  bom  equally  free  and  independent,  and  have 
certain  inherent  rights ;  among  these  are  life,  liberty,  and  the 
pursuit  of  happiness ;  to  secure  these  rights,  governments  are 
instituted  among  men,  deriving  their  just  powers  from  the 
consent  of  the  governed." 

This  section,  while  in  form  merely  declaratory  of  general 
principles,  has  been  repeatedly  held  to  so  evince  the  concep- 
tion of  private  and  individual  rights  of  the  people  of  this 
state  which  must  be  sacred  against  violation  by  the  govern- 
ment which  they  consented  should  exist  over  them,  that  it 
declares  a  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  that  gov^ernment. 
State  ex  rel  Kellogg  v.  Currens,  111  Wis.  431,  87  N.  W. 
561 ;  Black  v.  State,  113  Wis.  205,  219,  89  N.  W.  522 ;  State 
ex  rel.  Zillmer  v.  Krcvtzherg,  114  Wis.  530,  90  N.  W.  1098 ; 
State  V.  Whifcom,  122  Wis.  110,  118,  99  N.  W.  468.  In- 
deed, the  opinion  filed  on  behalf  of  the  court  concedes,  with 
the  fairness  which  always  characterizes  its  author,  that  this 
section  of  our  constitution  requires  this,  like  all  laws,  to  be 
free  from  arbitrary  discriminations  for  or  against  any  per- 
sons or  class  of  persons  not  distinguishable  from  others  in  re- 
spects germane  to  taxation.  In  this  first  utterance  of  our 
constitution  is  declared  the  keynote  and  dominating  princi- 
ple of  the  social  organization  established  by  it,  namely,  equal- 
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ity  before  the  law  of  every  individuaL  Whatever  may  be 
thought  at  this  day  by  political  scientists  or  theorists  as  to 
the  ideal  government  or  society,  the  conception  of  our  for- 
bears was  a  government  not  primarily  for  its  own  conven- 
ience, but  for  the  protection  of  the  individual  rights  of  those 
who  were  to  live  under  it.  Government  was  not  the  end  but 
merely  the  means  to  secure  individual  liberty  and  happiness. 
The  question  is  whether  equality  before  the  law  is  main- 
tained when  one  is  required  to  pay  for  support  of  govern- 
ment a  higher  rate  than  another  upon  an  entirely  similar 
kind  and  amount  of  property  or  an  entirely  similar  right, 
privilege,  or  transaction  because  he  is  either  poorer  or  richer 
than  another.  Under  the  present  law  the  second  cousin  re- 
cipient of  $25,000  or  less  pays  four  cents  upon  each  dollar, 
while  the  second  cousin  recipient  of  $50,000  pays  five,  and  he 
who  receives  a  million  pays  over  ten.  Or,  to  state  the  situa- 
tion in  another  way,  one  receiving  $25,000  pays  for  the  priv- 
ilege or  on  the  transaction  $1,500  if  he  also  receives  another 
$26,000,  or  $3,000  if  he  receives  other  $500,000;  while 
another,  in  the  same  propinquity,  pays  but  $1,000  upon  the 
privilege  or  transaction  of  receiving  $25,000  if  he  receives 
no  more.  Remember  that  if  such  classification  as  this  is 
legitimate,  if  the  rate  may  be  varied  according  to  the  magni- 
tude of  the  bequest  or  inheritance,  the  legislature,  in  its  wis- 
dom, may  invert  the  variation  and  charge  the  higher  rate 
on  the  smaller  amount,  with  progressive  diminution  as  the 
amount  increases;  may  charge  the  recipient  of  $25,000  twelve 
per  cent,  thereon,  the  recipient  of  a  second  $25,000  only  ten 
per  cent.,  and,  finally,  the  recipient  of  $25,000  in  excess  of 
$500,000  only  the  basic  rate  of  four  per  cent.  These  illus- 
trations will  serve  concretely  to  present  the  question  whether 
this  is  equality  before  the  law  such  as  the  founders  of  our 
state  contemplated.  Let  me  ask  my  brethren  of  the  majority 
whether,  if  there  were  no  uniformity  clause  but  merely  the 
assurance  of  equality,  they  would  deem  permissible  a  law 
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taxing  a  $50,000  house  either  twice  the  rate  or  one  half  the 
rate  laid  on  a  $10,000  one.  I  cannot  believe  any  of  them 
would  answer  in  the  affirmative. 

Nothing  seems  to  me  more  an  outrage  upon  equal  rights 
than  discrimination  by  the  law  in  favor  of  or  against  either 
the  poor  or  the  rich  by  reason  of  that  fact,  and  nothing  seems 
more  to  threaten  the  permanence  and  safety  of  society.  True, 
one  witnesses  with  more  equanimity  unequal  and  excessive 
burdening  of  those  who  caii  endure  it  without  actual  priva- 
tion or  physical  suffering;  but,  if  the  principle  of  classifica- 
tion on  such  lines  be  established,  what  assurance  can  we  have 
that  the  burdens  will  remain  there?  Under  a  republican 
form  of  government  a  class  once  formed  may  gain  ascendency 
in  control  of  government,  and,  if  a  political  classification  of 
our  people  into  the  rich  and  the  poor  be  brought  about,  which 
is  likely  in  the  long  run  to  dominate  ?  Intelligence,  educa- 
tion, and  energy  have  always  proved  superior  to  mere  num- 
bers, and  where  are  these  qualities  more  likely  to  predomi- 
nate ?  Will  it  not  be  with  the  class  which  contains  those  who 
have  been  able  to  conquer  in  the  fields  of  industry,  conmierce, 
and  finance,  and  who,  in  those  fields,  have  been  able  to  bring 
under  their  control  the  armies  of  men  whose  existence  depends 
on  daily  labor  ?  Political  warfare  between  such  classes  is  to 
be  deplored,  but,  if  the  issue  be  forced,  mere  numbers  must, 
for  a  time  at  least,  be  subordinated,  and  we  face  a  probability 
that  the  principle  sustained  in  this  law  may  be  reversed  in  its 
application.  In  equality  before  the  law  is  the  only  assurance 
of  opportunity  to  each  to  gain  social  equality  and  equal  pros- 
perity with  any  other.  True,  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  has  held  such  progressive  rates  of  taxation  not  forbid- 
den by  the  XlVth  amendment  to  the  federal  constitution 
prohibiting  denial  of  "equal  protection  of  the  laws,'*  but  I 
nowhere  find  any  satisfying  argument  to  show  that  amount 
or  value  of  property  or  right  is  a  legitimate  distiiiiction  ger- 
mane to  a  classification  of  it  for  varying  rates  of  a  tax  or 
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excise  based  on  value.  Iiideed,  that  court  seems  to  have  re- 
frained from  interfering  on  the  ground  that  the  XlVth 
amendment  was  not  intended  to  restrain  the  discretion  of  the 
states  in  the  field  of  taxation.  However,  the  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  upon  the  meaning  of  the 
XIV th  amendment  are  not  controlling  upon  us  in  measuring 
the  equality  which  our  constitution  secured  many  years  before 
that  amendment  was  framed.  The  reasoning  of  such  cases  as 
State  ex  rel.  Garth  v.  Switzler,  143  Mo.  287,  331,  45  S.  W. 
245 ;  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz  v.  Ferris,  53  Ohio  St.  314,  41  N. 
E.  579;  Estate  of  Cope,  191  Pa.  St.  1,  21,  43  Atl.  79; 
Bkewer,  J.,  in  his  dissenting  opinion  in  Magoun  v.  III,  T.  & 
S.  Bank,  170  U.  S.  283,  301,  18  Sup.  Ct.  594,  seems  to  me 
sound  and  convincing,  and  to  at  least  so  throw  in  conflict  the 
authorities  that  the  conclusion  reached  by  my  brethren  ought 
to  be  supported  by  some  reasoning  other  than  mere  deference 
to  authority. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  (dissenting),  I  am  forced  to  dissent  re- 
spectfully from  the  decision  of  the  court  in  this  case.  I  con- 
cur with  the  conclusion  of  my  brother  Dodge,  that  ch.  44, 
Laws  of  1903,  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  I  will  simply 
add  that,  to  my  mind,  it  is  very  obvious  that  that  act  imposes 
a  tax  upon  property  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  of  the 
constitution  which  declares  that  "the  rule  of  taxation  shall 
be  uniform,  and  taxes  shall  be  levied  upon  such  property  as 
the  legislature  shall  prescribe'*  (sefe.  1,  art.  VIII,  Const.). 
It  purports  to  be  a  "tax  imposed  on  property  of  any  kind 
transferred."  Sec.  1.  It  is  therein  declared  that  "the  tax 
so  imposed  shall  be  upon  the  clear  market  value  of  such  prop- 
erty at  the  rates  hereinafter  prescribed  and  only  upon  the 
excess  of  the  exemptions  hereinafter  granted."  Subd.  6, 
sec.  1.  It  is  also  therein  declared  that  "every  such  tax  shall 
be  and  remain  a  lien  upon  the  property  transferred  until 
paid,  and  the  person  to  whom  the  property  is  so  transferred 
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and  the  administrators,  executors,  and  trustees  of  every  estate 
so  transferred  shall  be  personally  liable  for  such  tax  until  its 
payment^'  Sec  5.  The  several  exactions  made  in  the  act 
are  each  and  all  based  upon  and  measured  by  property.  My 
reasons  for  saying  that  the  act  imposes  a  tax  on  property 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  clause  quoted  are 
sufficiently  stated  in  my  separate  opinion  in  the  case  of  State 
V.  Bailway  Cos.  [128  Wis.  449]  decided  herewith.  Being 
a  tax  on  property,  it  was,  as  indicated  in  that  opinion,  subject 
to  classification  "founded  upon  real  differences,  affording  ra- 
tional grounds  for  a  distinction."  Black  v.  State,  113  Wis. 
205,  219,  89  K  W.  522.  In  my  judgment  such  classifica- 
tion cannot  be  founded  upon  mere  differences  in  value,  as  in 
the  act  in  question.  On  the  contrary,  such  classification,  to 
my  mind,  is  purely  arbitrary  and  highly  destructive  of  the- 
equal  rights  guaranteed  by  the  constitution. 
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Ab^ohams,  Appellant,  vs.  Eevillon  Fbebes,  Respondents* 

April  30— October  9,  1906. 

Contracts:  Offer  and  acceptance:  Authority  of  agent, 

1  Defendants'  buyer  of  raw  furs  gave  plaintiff,  a  local  dealer  in 
pelts,  etc.,  a  written  memorandum,  dated  at  Green  Bay,  Janu- 
ary 16,  stating  that  he  would  "take  up,  at  his  selection,  goods 
from  [the  plaintiff],  only  this  section  goods,  at  the  following 
prices  up  to  sales  in  January  or  on  or  about  February  1."  Prices 
for  skins  were  specified,  and  the  writing  was  signed  by  the 
buyer  for  the  defendants.  The  term  "selection,"  as  used  in  the 
fur  trade  in  that  locality,  in  connection  with  a  sale  of  an  entire 
lot  of  furs  to  be  gathered  from  a  stated  section,  was  found  by 
the  jury  to  mean  "the  right  only  to  determine  what  furs  are 
from  such  section."  On  January  29  plaintiff  wrote  to  defend- 
ants that  he  had  got  the  goods  completed  and  that  defendants 
should  come  and  get  them.  Held,  that  the  memorandum  was 
a  continuing  offer  to  take  from  the  plaintiff,  at  the  prices 
therein  named,  such  goods  as  were  therein  described  which  he 
might  acquire  from  that  section  within  the  period  mentioned, 
and  that  plaintiff's  letter  was  an  acceptance  of  such  offer,  which 
thereupon  ripened  into  a  contract 

2.  The  evidence  (stated  in  the  opinion)  is  lield  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  finding  of  the  jury  that  plaintiff  was  justified  in  believing 
that  defendants  had  given  the  buyer  authority  to  contract  for 
them  for  furs  to  be  gathered  and  delivered  in  the  future,  and 
a  further  finding  that  the  buyer  had  in  fact  such  authority. 

Appe.vl  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Brown 
county:  S.  D.  Hastings,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed, 

The  complaint  alleges,  in  effect,  that  at  the  times  mentioned 
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therein  the  plaintiff  was  a  dealer  in  hides,  pelts,  furs,  and 
wool  at  Green  Bay;  that  the  defendants,  whose  individual 
names  are  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  were,  during  said  times, 
copartners  engaged  as  manufacturing  furriers  and  wholesale 
fur  dealers  in  Chicago,  New  York,  and  Europe ;  that  January 
16,  1904,  at  Green  Bay,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  en- 
tered into  a  contract  whereby  the  defendants  agreed  to  take 
all  of  the  plaintiff's  purchase  of  furs  up  to  February  1,  1904, 
at  the  agreed  price  of  $2.50  for  minks,  $1  for  skunks,  $1.50 
for  raccoons,  twenty-five  cents  for  rats, — red  fox  and  other 
goods;  that  between  January  16,  1904,  and  February  1, 1904, 
the  plaintiff  purchased,  secured,  and  had,  of  such  furs,  Y52 
mink,  900  skunk,  324  raccoon,  5,621  muskrats,  and  42  red 
fox,  for  the  purpose  of  filling  the  said  contract ;  that  during 
said  time  and  on  or  about  February  1,  1904,  the  plaintiff  no- 
tified the  defendants  that  he  had  on  hand  said  furs  to  fill  said 
contract,  and  tendered  the  same  to  the  defendants,  and  re- 
quested them  to  take  the  same  and  pay  therefor  according  to 
said  contract ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  at  all 
times  to  keep  and  perform  said  contract  on  his  part,  but  the 
defendants  wholly  and  wrongfully  refused  to  take  said  furs 
or  any  of  them,  or  to  pay  for  the  same,  to  the  plaintiff's  dam- 
age in  the  sum  of  $1,065.32,  by  reason  of  being  forced  to  sell 
the  same  at  great  loss,  the  market  therefor  having  declined, 
the  amount  stated  being  the  sum  realized  less  than  the  de- 
fendants had  contracted  to  pay  therefor,  for  which  amount  the 
plaintiff  demands  judgment,  with  costs.  The  defendants  an- 
swered by  way  of  admissions  that  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in 
business  as  alleged,  and  that  the  defendants  were  copartners 
engaged  in  business  as  alleged,  but  otherwise  denied  each  and 
every  allegation  of  the  complaint. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial  the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict 
as  follows : 

"(1)  Is  the  term  ^selection'  used,  in  the  fur  trade,  in  this 
locality,  in  connection  with  a  sale  of  an  entire  lot  of  furs  to 


Digitized  by 


Google 


9]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  23T 

Abrohams  v.  Revillon,  129  Wis.  235. 

be  gathered  from  a  stated  section,  as  designating  the  right 
only  to  determine  what  furs  are  from  such  section?  A.  Yes. 
(2)  Was  the  plaintiff  justified  in  believing  that  the  defendaiits 
had  given  Mr.  Ball  authority  to  contract  for  them  for  furs  to 
be  gathered  and  delivered  in  the  future  ?  A,  Yes.  [Changed 
by  the  court  to  ^No.']  (3)  Had  Mr.  Ball  authority  to  con- 
tract for  the  defendants  for  furs  to  be  gathered  and*delivered 
in  the  future?  A.  Yes.  [Changed  by  the  court  to  'No.'] 
(4)  What  quantity  of  furs  of  the  kinds  mentioned  in  Exhibit  1 
did  the  plaintiff  have  on  hand  for  delivery  to  the  defendants 
on  or  about  February  1,  1904?  A.  762  mink,  less  2  per 
cent,  trash,  737.  900  skunk,  less  4  per  cent,  trash,  864. 
324  raccoon,  less  3  per  cent,  trash,  315.  6,621  rats,  less  no 
per  cent,  trash,  5,621.  (5)  What  was  the  market  price  of 
said  furs  on  or  about  February  1,  1904?  A.  The  mink, 
$2.05 ;  total,  $1,510.85.  The  skunk,  81  cents ;  total,  $699.84. 
The  raccoon,  $1.04;  total,  $327.60.  The  rats,  18  cents; 
total,  $1,011.78.'^ 

After  the  return  of  such  verdict  the  plaintiff  moved  for 
judgment  thereon  against  the  defendants  for  $1,041.13  dam- 
ages and  for  the  costs  and  disbursements  of  the  action,  which 
motion  was  denied  by  the  court.  The  defendants  moved  to 
strike  out  the  answers  of  the  jury  to  the  first,  fourth,  and 
fifth  questions  of  the  special  verdict  as  immaterial,  and  change 
the  answers  of  the  jury  to  the  second  and  third  questions 
from  the  affirmative  to  the  negative,  and,  upon  the  verdict  so 
amended  and  the  uncontradicted  evidence,  for  judgment  dis- 
missing the  complaint,  with  costs,  and  that,  in  case  such  mo- 
tion should  not  be  granted,  then  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and 
for  a  new  trial.  Thereupon  the  court  ordered  that  the  an- 
swers of  the  jury  to  the  second  and  third  questions  submitted 
should  be  changed  from  the  affirmative  to  the  negative,  and 
the  court  further  ordered  that,  upon  the  said  special  verdict 
as  amended,  and  upon  the  undisputed  evidence  and  the  whole 
record  in  said  case,  said  defendants  have  judgment  against 
the  said  plaintiff  dismissing  the  complaint,  and  for  their  costs 
and  disbursements  in  the  action.     From  the  judgment  so  en- 
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tered  in  accordance  with  such  order  of  the  court  herein  the 
plaintiff  appeals. 

Thfe  contract  or  agreement  referred  to  in  the  complaint  and 
in  the  fourth  question  of  the  special  verdict  as  Exhibit  1  is 
as  follows : 

^'B.  Abrohams,  Dealer  in  Hides,  Pelts,  Furs,  Wool,  Tallow, 

Eags,  Rubbers,  Metal,  and  Scrap  Iron. 

"Green  Bay,  Wis.,  Jan,  16,  1904. 

"W.  E.  Ball  will  take  up,  at  his  selection,  goods  from 

the  above  concern,  only  this  section  goods,  at  the  following 

prices  up  to  sales  in  January  or  on  or  about  Feb.  1st,  1904 : 

Hink,        no  trash    |2  50 

Skunks,      "        "       1  00 

Raccoon,    "        "       1  50 

Rats,           "        "       25 

Red  fox,  and  other  goods,  as  to  values. 

"W.  E.  Baill,  for  Revillon  Freres/' 
For  the  appellant  there  was  a  bri^f  by  Wigman,  Martin  & 
Martin,  and  oral  argument  by  P.  H,  Martin.  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  no  element  of  a  contract  is  lacking. 
What  was  uncertain  as  to  quantity  must  necessarily  become 
<^rtain  at  the  end  of  the  collection  of  furs  by  plaintiff,  or  as 
measured  by  the  usual  course  of  the  business.  Shadbolt  & 
B.  I.  Co,  V.  Topliff,  85  Wis.  613;  McCall  Co.  v.  Icks,  107 
Wis.  232;  ExceUior  W.  Co.  v.  Messinger,  116  Wis.  549;  W. 
O.  Taylor  Co.  v.  Bannennan,  120  Wis.  189 ;  Eastern  R.  Co. 
V.  Tutewr,  127  Wis.  382,  105  K  W.  1067;  WelU  v.  Alexan- 
dre, 130  K  Y.  642,  29  N".  E.  142 ;  Minn.  L.  Co.  v.  White- 
breast  C.  Co.  160  111.  85,  43  N.  E.  774;  Eichey  v.  O'Brien, 
123  Mich.  611,  82  N.  W.  241;  iVa<.  F.  Co.  v.  Keystone  Mfg. 
Co.  110  ni.  427. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Sheridan  &  Evans, 
and  oral  argument  by  W.  L.  Evans.  They  contended,  inter 
alia,  that  the  alleged  contract,  even  if  accepted  by  the  plaint- 
iff, is  a  mere  nudum  pactum  and  is  void  for  uncertainty,  en- 
tire want  of  consideration,  and  lack  of  mutuality.  Mr.  Ball 
<lid  not  agree  to  take  any  definite  amount  of  goods.     A  desig- 
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nation  of  the  article  sold  must  be  sufficiently  contained  in  the 
memorandum,  which  cannot  be  added  to  or  varied  by  parol 
evidence.  Russell  v.  Wis,,  M.  &  P.  R.  Co.  39  Minn.  145, 
39  N.  W.  302 ;  Benj.  Sales  (7th  Am.  ed.)  225 ;  23  Cent.  Dig. 
•col.  2274;  Browne,  Stat.  Frauds,  §  385;  Stewart  v.  Cook, 
118  Ga.  541,  45  S.  E.  398;  29  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law 
(2d  ed.)  874.  See,  also,  Wells  v.  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  30  Wis. 
605 ;  Beers  v.  NoHhM.  T.  S.  Co.  93  Wis.  569 ;  Irish  v.  Dean, 
Sd  Wis.  562 ;  Hoffman  v.  Maffioli,  104  Wis.  630,  47  L.  R  A. 
427;  Moulton  v.  Kershaw,  59  Wis.  316;  Chicago  &  0.  E.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dane,  43  N.  Y.  240 ;  Teipel  v.  Meyer,  106  Wis.  41 ;, 
Swanson  v.  Andrus,  83  Minn.  505,  86  IST.  W.  465. 
The  following  opinion  was  filed  May  8, 1906 : 

Cassodat,  C.  J.  The  important  question  is  whether  the 
trial  court  was  justified  in  changing  the  answers  of  the  jury 
to  the  second  and  third  questions  from  the  affirmative  to  the 
negative.  By  such  ruling  the  court  in  effect  held,  notwith- 
standing the  evidence  and  findings  of  the  jury  to  the  con- 
trary, that  the  plaintiff  was  not  "justified  in  believing  that 
the  defendants  had  given  Mr.  Ball  authority  to  contract  for 
them  for  furs  to  be  gathered  and  delivered  in  the  future,"  and 
that  Mr.  Ball  had  no  "authority  to  contract  for  the  defendants 
for  furs  to  be  gathered  and  delivered  in  the  future."  This 
makes  it  necessary  to  consider  some  of  the  evidence  in  the 
•case. 

Mr.  Ball  was  the  first  witness  called  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
he  testified  to  the  effect  that  he  lived  in  I^Tew  York ;  that  he 
knew  the  defendants ;  that  they  do  business  in  Chicago,  New 
York,  Montreal,  Paris,  London,  and  other  foreign  places,  and 
had  for  a  great  many  years ;  that  he  was  a  salesman  and  buyer 
of  raw  furs  for  the  defendants ;  that  he  only  traveled  through 
Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  and  Dakota  on  the  raw  furs ;  that  he 
traveled  all  over  the  country  on  selling  goods.  Exhibit  1, 
referred  to  in  the  complaint  and  the  special  verdict  and  set 
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forth  in  the  foregoing  statement,  being  shown  to  the  witness, 
he  testified :  "This  is  my  signature.  The  entire  body  of  the 
instrument  is  in  my  handwriting." 

Mr.  Ball  was  subsequently  called  as  a  witness  and  exam- 
ined by  the  defendants,  and,  among  other  things,  testified  to 
the  effect  that  his  business  was  salesman  and  buyer  of  raw 
furs  for  the  defendants;  that  he  had  been  engaged  in  that 
business  for  thirty-two  years ;  that  during  about  fifteen  years 
of  that  time  he  had  made  purchases  of  furs  in  the  vicinity  of 
Green  Bay;  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  plaintiff  and  had 
jknown  him  for  four  or  five  seasons;  that  he  had  done  busi- 
ness  with  him  during  that  period  of  time ;  that  he  purchased 
furs  from  him  during  that  time ;  that  he  never  before  entered 
into  any  written  contract  with  the  plaintiff ;  that  he  had  on 
several  occasions  purchased  furs  from  the  plaintiff ;  that  dur- 
ing his  acquaintance  with  the  plaintiff  he  had  bought  at  least 
one-half  dozen  lots  from  him,  and  perhaps  more;  that  he 
never  told  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  not  authorized  to  make  a 
purchase  for  future  delivery;  that  January  16,  1904,  he  pur- 
chased a  lot  of  furs  from  the  plaintiff ;  that  the  plaintiff  then 
requested  him  to  leave  a  price  list — ^what  the  house  would  pay 
for  delivery  February  1, 1904,  or  the  January  sales, — and  so, 
at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  he  wrote  the  alleged  contract ; 
that  his  usual  method  of  buying  is  not  to  look  at  the  goods 
until  the  seller  gets  his  figures  on  the  quantities,  and  then  he 
goes  to  the  lots  and  sort^  them ;  that  if  the  goods  were  not  up 
to  the  class  of  goods  wanted  for  the  New  York  concern  for 
which  he  purchased,  then  he  would  offer  a  price  so  low  that 
it  would  not  be  accepted  by  the  seller,  but  if  the  goods  came 
up  to  his  opinion  of  them,  then  he  would  buy  them.  He  was 
further  allowed  to  testify,  against  objection,  that  he  had  no 
authority  to  make  contracts  for  the  purchase  of  skins  without 
advising  the  house ;  that  he  had  no  authority  to  sign  contracts 
for  any  goods  to  be  purchased  in  advance  without  advising 
the  house ;  that  he  had  no  express  authority  to  contract  orally 
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or  in  writing  for  future  delivery;  that  he  believed  he  signed 
one  contract  for  the  defendants  with  Frank  Pursey  of  Osh- 
kosh,  by  telegram  and  communication  from  the  house ;  that  in 
other  instances  the  contract  had  been  sent  on  to  the  house 
and  kept  up  and  delivered ;  that  he  could  not  call  to  memory 
the  percentage  of  trash  in  the  amount  he  bought  of  the  plaint- 
iff January  16,  1904,  without  having  his  assortment;  that  in 
every  purchase  he  knew  the  exact  percentage,  and  that  his  as- 
sortments would  stand  against  the  assortment  by  the  grade- 
men  of  the  house  of  the  defendants. 

There  is  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  tending  to 
prove  that  he  never  requested  Ball  to  give  him  a  price  list 
at  the  time  of  making  Exhibit  1 ;  that  at  that  time  Ball  told 
him  that  he  wanted  to  contract  for  the  plaintiff's  goods ;  that 
Ball  wrote  the  contract  himself  and  said  that  he  had  made 
contracts  for  future  delivery  with  other  persons,  including 
Pursey  of  Oshkosh ;  and  that  Ball  never  at  any  time  told  the 
plaintiff  that  he  had  no  authority  to  purchase  for  future  de- 
livery. 

The  alleged  contract.  Exhibit  1,  so  admitted  to  have  been 
written  by  Mr.  Ball  and  signed  by  him,  "W.  E.  Ball,  for 
Revillon  Freres,"  speaks  for  itself.  If  it  was  intended  by 
him  to  be  a  mere  price  list,  furnished  at  the  request  of  the 
plaintiff,  he  hardly  would  have  signed  it  for  and  in  the  name 
of  the  defendants.  Speaking  for  the  defendants,  he  said,  in 
effect,  that  he  would  take  up  goods  from  the  plaintiff,  ex- 
clusive of  trash,  at  the  prices  therein  named  up  to  February 
1,  1904.  The  promise  to  take  up  the  goods,  exclusive  of 
trash,  during  the  limited  period  mentioned,  constituted  no 
part  of  a  mere  price  list.  True,  the  offer  was  limited  to 
"only  this  section  goods''  and  "at  his  selection."  But  "the 
term  'selection'  used  in  the  fur  trade,"  as  mentioned  in  the 
question  submitted,  was  found  by  the  jury  to  be  "the  right 
only  to  determine  what  furs  are  from  such  section."  The 
trial  court  refused  to  set  aside  that  finding  of  the  jury,  and 
Vol.  129—16 
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hence  the  same  must  be  regarded  as  a  verity.  True,  the  writ- 
ing did  not  constitute  a  bill  of  sale  of  any  goods,  nor,  of  itself, 
did  it  constitute  a  binding  contract  between  the  parties.  But 
it  was,  manifestly,  a  continuing  offer  to  take  from  the  plaint- 
iff such  goods  as  were  therein  described,  at  the  prices  therein 
named,  and  which  he  might  acquire  from  that  section  during 
the  fifteen  days  therein  mentioned. 

Did  the  plaintiff  accept  such  offer?  It  is  admitted  that 
January  29,  1904,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the  defendants  to 
the  effect  that  he  had  got  the  goods  completed  and  that  the 
defendants  should  come  and  get  them.  On  the  next  day  the 
defendants — "Revillon  FrereSj  per  W.  E.  Ball" — answered 
that  letter  as  follows : 

"Chicago,  Jan.  30,  1904. 
^'Mr.  B.  Ahrohams,  Green  Bay,  Wis. 

"Dear  Sir:  Yours  of  the  29th  inst  at  hand.  In  reply 
will  say  the  writer  will  be  in  your  section  some  day  the  com- 
ing week.  The  markets  at  London  show  a  big  decline ;  skunk 
20  per  cent. ;  mink  10  per  cent. ;  rats  15  per  cent. ;  red  fox 
10  per  cent. ;  coon  25  per  cent. ;  gray  fox  35  per  cent.  Look 
for  further  decline  in  March. 

"Yours  respectfully.'* 

February  10,  1904,  the  plaintiff  telegraphed  the  defend- 
ants at  Chicago:  "Why  don't  you  come?  We  are  waiting. 
Wire  at  once.^  On  the  same  day  the  defendants  wrote  the 
plaintiff :  "We  have  duly  received  the  telegram  sent  Mr.  Ball, 
and  forwarded  it  at  once  to  him.  Mr.  Ball  being  out  of  town 
just  now,  we  cannot  tell  when  he  may  be  able  to  call  on  you. 
Yours  truly,  Revillon  Fretes,  per  V.  G."  On  the  next  day 
the  defendants  telegraphed  the  plaintiff:  "Have  forwarded 
yours.  Ball  out  of  town.  Will  not  be  able  to  call  this  week." 
Notwithstanding  the  decline  in  the  London  market  for  such 
goods,  as  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  the  defendants  of  January 
30,  1904,  in  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  letter  of  the  day  before 
notifying  them  that  he  had  completed  the  accumulation  of 
goods  and  requesting  them  to  come  and  get  them,  yet  the  de- 
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fendants  did  not  decline  to  take  the  goods,  as  promised  in 
the  offer,  until  their  letter  of  February  11,  1904,  dictated  by 
Mr.  Ball,  which  refusal  is  therein  stated  to  be  "on  account  of 
the  large  decline  in  raw  furs.'^  That  letter  was  not  received 
by  the  plaintiff  until  February  13,  1904,  when  the  plaintiff 
at  once  notified  the  defendants  by  telegram  to  conie  at  once 
and  take  the  goods  at  the  prices  named  in  their  contract,  and 
on  the  same  day  wrote  the  defendants  at  length  to  the  effect 
that,  if  they  did  not  come  and  take  the  goods  as  agreed  in  the 
contract,  he  would  ^%e  compelled  to  find  an  immediate  sale 
for  the  furs,  and  to  hold"  the  defendants  "for  damages  f6r 
the  differences  between"  their  "contract  price  with"  the 
plaintiff  and  what  he  might  "receive  in  the  market" 

The  evidence  thus  summarized  is  taken  principally  from 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Ball  and  the  correspondence  between  the 
parties.  There  is  other  testimony  tending  to  support  the 
plaintiff's  contention.  We  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  finding  of  the  jury,  not 
only  that  the  plaintiff  was  justified  in  believing  that  the  de- 
fendants had  given  Mr.  Ball  authority  to  contract  for  them 
for  furs  to  be  gathered  and  delivered  in  the  future,  but  also 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  finding  that  Mr.  Ball  had  such  author- 
ity. It  also  appears  from  the  undisputed  evidence  that  with- 
in the  fifteen  days  mentioned  in  the  offer  of  the  defendants 
the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same,  and  notified  the  defendants 
that  he  had  completed  the  collection  of  such  goods  and  that 
they  should  come  and  get  them.  By  the  answers  to  the 
fourth  and  fifth  questions  submitted,  the  jury  found  the 
quantity  of  furs  of  the  kind  mentioned  in  Exhibit  1  that  the 
plaintiff  had  on  hand  for  delivery  to  the  defendants  on  or 
about  February  1,  1904,  and  also  the  market  price  of  said 
furs  at  that  date.  The  trial  court  declined  to  strike  out  such 
answers,  and  hence  such  findings  must  be  regarded  as  verities 
in  the  case.  We  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff's 
acceptance  of  such  offer  constituted  a  binding  contract  be- 
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tween  the  parties.     Thus  it  was  said  many  years  ago  by  the 
supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts : 

"Though  the  writinff  signed  by  the  defendant  was  but  an 
offer,  and  an  offer  which  might  be  revoked,  yet,  while  it  re- 
mained in  force  and  unrevoked,  it  was  a  continuing  offer  dur- 
ing the  time  limited  for  acceptance,  and  during  the  whole  of 
that  time  it  was  an  offer,  every  instant ;  but  as  soon  as  it  was 
accepted,  it  ceased  to  be  an  offer  merely,  and  then  ripened 
into  a  contract.'^  Boston  &  M.  B.  v.  Bartlett,  3  Cush.  224, 
227. 

That  language  has  received  the  express  sanction  of  this 
court.  Sherley  v.  Peehl,  84  Wis.  46,  62,  64  N.  W.  267. 
See,  also,  Hoffman  v.  Maffiolh  104  Wis.  630,  80  K  W.  1032 ; 
Brittingham  &  H.  L.  Co.  v.  Manson,  108  Wis.  221,  84  N. 
W.  183 ;  Excelsior  F.  Co.  v.  Messinger,  116  Wis.  649,  656, 
656,  93  N.  W.  469.  So,  as  to  the  authority  of  Mr.  Ball  to 
make  the  written  offer  of  January  16,  1904,  this  court  has 
declared : 

"It  is  well  understood  that  every  delegation  of  power  car- 
ries with  it  the  authority  to  do  all  those  things  which  are 
reasonably  necessary  and  proper  to  carry  into  effect  the  main 
powers  conferred,  and  which  are  not  forbidden,  and  that  se- 
cret instructions  cannot  affect  such  apparent  powers  to  the 
detriment  of  third  persons  who  have  dealt  with  the  agent  on 
the  basis  of  his  apparent  authority.^'  Parr  v.  Northern  E. 
Mfg.  Co.  117  Wis.  278,  287,  93  N.  W.  1099,  1102. 

Such  is  said  to  be  "a  fundamental  principle  in  the  law  of 
agency."     Mechem,  Agency,  §  280. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  motion  of  the 
plaintiff  for  judgment  in  his  favor  upon  the  pleadings,  evi- 
dence, and  special  verdict  should  have  been  granted. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  with  direction  to  enter 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendants 
as  indicated  in  this  opinion 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  October  9,  1906. 
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DoNNEB,  Respondent,  vs.  Gbnz,  Appellant 

May  10— October  9,  1906. 

Pleading:  Amendment  to  conform  to  evidence:  Appeal:  Findings  of 
fact,  when  disturbed. 

1.  Where  In  justice's  court  the  answer  was  held  to  contain  a  suffi- 

cient denial  of  plaintiffs  claim  and  the  evidence  thereunder 
was  received  without  objection,  and  upon  appeal  the  circuit  court 
treated  the  answer  as  sufficient  or  as  having  been  amended  to 
conform  to  the  evidence,  it  will  be  so  treated  upon  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court. 

2.  The  rule  that  findings  of  fact  by  the  circuit  court  will  not  be  dis- 

turbed on  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  unless  they  are  against 
the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  applicable  to  a  case 
determined  in  the  circuit  court  upon  the  record  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace  before  whom  the  original  trial  was  had*  Nothing  in 
sec.  3769,  Stats.  1898,  conflicts  with  that  rule.  Fintel  v.  Cook, 
88  Wis.  485,  explained. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Lincoln 
county:  W.  C.  Silverthobn,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  the  balance  due  for  certain  logs 
sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.  The  action  was  com- 
menced in  county  court,  having  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  and  there  prosecuted  to  judgment.  An  appeal 
taken  to  the  circuit  court  was  determined  upon  the  record  re- 
turned from  the  county  court.  The  evidence  tends  to  estab- 
lish the  following  as  facts : 

An  agreement  was  made  between  the  parties  for  the  sale 
of  logs  lying  in  plaintiff's  woods  at  $5  per  M.,  the  logs  to  b^ 
scaled  by  the  scaler  of  the  Paper  Mills  Company.  Plaintiff 
gathered  the  logs  together,  and  as  they  were  taken  away  he 
scaled  them  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant,  the  defendant 
observing  the  scaling  and  writing  down  the  figures.  The  logs 
were  then  delivered  to  the  defendant  and  were  subsequently 
scaled  by  the  scaler  of  the  Paper  Mills  Company  along  with 
other  logs  belonging  to  the  defendant.    The  scale  of  these  logs 


Digitized  by 


Google 


246         SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [0<rr. 

Donner  v.  Genz,  129  AVis.  245. 

by  the  Paper  Mills  Company's  scaler  was  not  separate  from 
the  others.  Defendant  found  that  his  logs  were  scaling  short 
and  wished  the  scaler  to  make, a  separate  scale  of  the  logs 
purchased  from  the  plaintiff,  but  the  logs  were  partly  under 
water  and  partly  covered  by  snow,  and  the  scaler  was  unable 
to  scale  them  accurately  and  therefore  made  an  estimate.  In 
this  estimate  he  deducted  a  considerable  amount  as  for  de- 
fective material.  It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the 
logs  were  partly  dry  and  partly  sap  rotted,  and  that  for  this 
reason  there  was  not  more  material  in  them  than  the  highest 
amount  estimated  by  this  scaler.  The  estimate  made  by  the 
Paper  Mills  Company's  scaler  was  2,400  feet  or  less.  The 
scale  made  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  assistance  of  the  defend- 
ant amoimted  to  4,685  feet  Twelve  dollars  has  been  paid,, 
and  this  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  to  be  a  payment  in  full. 
Judgment  was  asked  for  the  balance,  $11.40,  which  would  be 
due  on  the  scaling  made  by  plaintiff  and  defendant  In  his 
evidence  the  defendant  admitted  that  he  had  intended  to  pay 
the  balance  which  would  be  due  according  to  the  scale  made 
by  himself  and  the  plaintiff  until  he  learned  that  his  logs  were 
scaling  short 

The  coimty  court  awarded  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  amount  claimed.  On  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  the  judg- 
ment of  the  co\mty  court  was  affirmed,  the  court  finding  that 
all  the  allegations  of.  the  complaint  were  true.  This  is  an 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellant  on  the  brief  of 
Eyan  &  Eunice,  and  for  the  respondent  on  that  of  John  Yan 
Heche. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  Jime  21,  1906: 

SiEBECKEE,  J.  Error  is  assigned  upon  the  ground  that  m^ 
evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  plaintiff's  cause  of  action. 
Respondent  argues  that  the  answer  contains  no  denial  of 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  and  that  judgment  should  have 
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been  awarded  upon  such  default  for  the  amount  claimed. 
The  record  discloses  that  the  coimty  court  held  that  the  an- 
swer sufficiently  alleged  a  denial  of  plaintiff's  claim,  and  the 
circuit  court  apparently  so  treated  it  or  deemed  the  pleading 
amended  to  conform  to  the  evidence  actually  presented.  We 
find  nothing  in  the  record  showing  why  the  evidence,  which 
was  received  without  objection,  was  not  properly  before  the 
circuit  court  and  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  rights 
of  the  parties.  Under  such  circumstances  the  pleadings  will 
be  deemed  to  be  amended,  on  appeal,  so  as  to  admit  th^  evi- 
dence. Packard  v.  Kinzie  Avenue  H.  Co.  106  Wis.  323,  81 
N.  W.  4:88;  Coe  v.  Bockman,  126  Wis.  515,  106  K  W.  290; 
Gill  V.  Sice,  13  Wis.  549. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  awards  plaintiff  recovery  of 
a  balance  claimed  to  be  due  him  for  the  purchase  price  of 
logs  sold  to  the  defendant.  The  evidence  adduced  on  this 
question  is  in  conflict.  The  county  and  the  circuit  courts 
both  found  that  this  cause  of  action  was  established  by  the 
evidence.  We  have  read  the  evidence  and  find  that  it  is  of 
such  weight  in  support  of  the  findings  of  fact  of  the  trial 
courts  that  we  cannot  say  that  the  findings  are  against  the 
clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence.  The  judgment  should 
stand. 

By  the  Court — Judgment  affirmed. 

The  appellant  moved  for  a  rehearing,  and  the  following 
opinion  was  filed  October  9, 1906 : 

Pee  Curiam.  We  find  no  support  for  the  contention  that 
this  court  in  cases  of  appeal  to  circuit  courts,  where  the  case 
is  tried  on  the  record  of  the  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom 
the  original  trial  was  had,  is  not  governed  by  the  rule  ex- 
pressed in  the  opinion,  to  the  effect  that  since  the  findings 
of  facts  of  the  circuit  court  are  not  against  the  clear  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence  they  cannot  be  disturbed,    i^'one 
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of  the  cases  cited  (Camphell  v.  Babbitts j  53  Wis.  276,  10 
N.  W.  400 ;  Hassa  v.  Junger,  15  Wis.  598 ;  Silvernail  v.  Rust^ 
88  Wis.  458,  60  N.  W.  787)  pass  upon  this  question.  So  far 
as  the  subject  was  considered  in  those  cases,  it  related  to  the 
question  of  whether  the  judgments  appealed  from  were  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence.  This  is  a  wholly  different  inquiry 
from  the  one  now  suggested,  which  asks  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  lower  court  in  such  cases  on  appeal  to  this  court 
on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  is  not  supported  by  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.  Nothing  in  the  provisions  of  sec. 
3769,  Stats.  1898,  conflicts  with  the  rule  of  this  court  that 
the  conclusions  of  the  trial  court  will  not  be  disturbed  on 
appeal  to  this  court  unless  they  are  against  the  clear  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence.  The  language  of  the  court  in 
Fintel  v.  Cook,  88  Wis.  485,  60  N.  W.  788,  that  this  court 
in  such  cases  is  not  prevented  from  ordering  an  affirmative 
judgment  according  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence  and  the 
justice  of  the  cause,  must  be  construed  in  view  of  the  case  then 
before  it  upon  which  such  judgment  was  ordered.  It  is  ob- 
vious from  the  opinion  that  the  court  found  in  that  case  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  judgment  appealed  from, 
and  that  appellant,  upon  the  uncontradicted  facts,  was  en- 
titled to  judgnlent  in  his  favor,  and  judgment  was  accord- 
ingly ordered.  We  deem  the  rule  under  which  the  case  was 
determined  in  this  court,  namely,  unless  the  findings  of  facts 
of  the  trial  court  are  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  they  cannot  be  disturbed  on  appeal  to  this  court,  ap- 
plicable to  cases  of  this  nature.  The  reasons  for  the  rule  are 
well  presented  in  Ely  v.  Daily,  40  Wis.  52 ;  Snyder  v.  Wright, 
13  Wis.  689;  Murphy  v.  Dunning,  30  Wis.  296;  Johnson  v. 
Oovlt,  106  Wis.  247,  82  N.  W.  139. 

The  motion  for  a  rehearing  must  be  denied. 
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City  ^f  Madison  and  others,  Eespondents,  vs.  Madison 
Gas  &  Electbio  Company  and  others,  Appellants. 

May  H-— October  9,  1006, 

Injunction:  Abuse  of  corporate  franchises:  By  whom  action  may  be 
brought:  Public  service  corporations:  Oas  companies:  Rates  to 
be  reasonable:  Fixing  rates:  Legislative  and  judicial  power. 

1.  Acts  in  excess  and  abuse  of  corporate  franchises  and  privileges, 

resulting  in  private  injuries,  may  be  restrained  at  tbe  suit  of 
private  parties. 

2,  In  the  absence  of  legislative  restriction  of  the  rate  to  be  charged, 

the  grant  of  a  franchise  to  conduct  the  business  of  furnishing 
gas  to  a  city  and  its  inhabitants  carries  with  it  by  implication 
the  obligation  to  furnish  it  at  a  reasonable  price. 

Z.  The  |*ates  to  be  charged  by  a  public  service  corporation  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  legislature  either  directly  or  by  delegation  of 
the  power  to  municipal  corporations  or  other  appropriate  agen- 
cies, provided  the  rates  so  fixed  are  such  as  to  afford  a  reason- 
able compensation  for  the  service  rendered. 

4.  Courts  cannot  prescribe  the  rates  to  be  charged  by  public  service 
corporations  for  future  s'ervices,  but  may  inquire  and  determine 
whether  rates  fixed  by  legislative  authority  are  reasonable  or 
unreasonable. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane  county : 
E.  Ray  Stevens,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order.  The  action  was  com- 
menced by  the  service  of  a  summons.  At  the  same  time  there 
was  served  an  affidavit  of  plaintiffs'  attorney,  a  notice,  under 
sec.  4096,  Stats.  1898,  of  examination  of  some  of  the  defend- 
ants personally  and  as  officers  of  the  defendant  Madison  Oas 
&  Electric  Company,  and  also  a  suhpoma  duces  tecum  re- 
quiring the  production  by  the  gas  company  of  its  books  and 
the  records  pertaining  to  its  organization,  indebtedness,  and 
cost  of  plant,  and  generally  as  to  the  costs  and  disbursements 
incident  to  the  conduct  of  the  business.  It  is  averred  that 
the  action  is  instituted  to  enjoin  the  defendant  from  exacting 
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from  the  plaintiff  the  city  of  Madison  and  all  its  customers^ 
for  gas  and  electricity  used  by  them,  unreasonable  and  ex- 
cessive rates ;  and  to  compel  it  to  furnish  such  customers,  in 
the  future,  gas  and  electricity,  of  good  quality  and  at  reason- 
able rates,  without  unjust  discriminations.  The  relief  sought 
is  in  no  way  to  affect  the  rates  at  which  gas  and  electricity 
are  to  be  furnished  the  city  during  the  period  of  the  existing 
contract  between  it  and  the  gas  company. 

The  facts  presented  show  that  the  defendant  is  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  name  of  the  Madison  Oas  &  Eledria 
Company  (for  brevity  it  will  herein  be  referred  to  as  the  gas 
company)  ;  that  it  is  the  owner  of  the  rights  and  privileges 
granted  by  the  legislature  of  this  state  and  the  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  Madison  to  conduct  the  business  of  supply- 
ing gas  and  electricity  to  the  city  of  Madison  and  its  inhab- 
itants; tliat  it  is  the  only  company  conducting  such  a  busi^ 
ness  within  the  city,  and  is  supplying  the  city  and  its  inhab- 
itants with  these  commodities  at  rates  established  by  it ;  that 
no  rates  have  been  prescribed  under  its  charter  or  otherwise 
by  the  city  or  the  state ;  and  that  it  has  placed  gas  pipes,  posts, 
and  electric  poles  and  wires  within  and  upon  the  public 
streets  of  the  city. 

The  object  of  the  examination  of  these  parties  is  to  enable 
plaintiffs  to  frame  their  complaint,  and  to  that  end  discovery 
is  sought,  among  other  things,  as  to  what  amount  has  been 
actually  paid  in  and  invested  by  the  gas  company  to  acquire, 
build,  and  maintain  its  present  plant,  the  amoimts,  time  of 
payment  and  when  made,  in  detail ;  the  amoimt  of  bonds  is- 
sued by  it,  when  and  by  whom  purchased,  with  amounts  act- 
ually paid  by  the  purchasers,  and  the  disposition  of  the 
moneys  received  for  bonds;  the  actual  indebtedness  of  the 
company,  when,  for  what,  and  how  contracted;  the  disposi- 
tion of  moneys  realized  on  loans;  its  annual  operating  ex- 
penses and  annual  gross  receipts ;  its  schedule  of  rates  charged 
for  the  commodities  it  supplies  to  its  customers;  and  whether- 
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it  is  a  member  or  partner  of  any  combination  or  trust,  and 
full  information  of  such  condition  and  relation,  if  it  exist 

The  defendant  obtained  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the 
proceeding  before  the  court  commissioner  for  such  examina- 
tion should  not  be  perpetually  stayed  and  the  action  dis- 
missed. The  facts  and  circumstances  alleged  by  the  defend- 
ant for  such  relief  were  that  the  plaintiff  the  city  of  Madison 
had  no  interest  in  the  action ;  that  it  has  agreed  to  indemnify 
the  individual  plaintiffs  (who  are  the  real  parties  in  interest 
and  who  are  prosecuting  the  action)  for  their  costs  and  ex- 
penses; and  that  the  undisputed  facts  and  circumstances, 
upon  which  plaintiffs  rely,  furnish  no  grounds  in  law  for  the 
equitable  relief  sought  to  be  enforced. 

The  motion  was  heard  upon  the  aflSdavit,  notice  of  exam- 
ination, subpoena  duces  tecum,  served  and.  filed,  and  the  pa- 
pers and  proceedings  in  the  action.  Upon  a  hearing  the  court 
entered  an  order  denying  the  motion  of  defendants  for  a  stay 
of  any  further  proceedings  for  such  examination  of  the  par- 
ties and  for  dismissal  of  the  action.  This  is  an  appeal  from 
such  order. 

The  cause  was  first  argued  on  March  26,  1906. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Olin  &  Butler,  and 
oral  argument  by  H.  L.  Butler.  They  argued,  among  other 
things,  that  it  affirmatively  appears  that  the  plaintiff  city  can- 
not maintain  the  action.  It  is  getting  its  light  under  a  con- 
tract which  has  about  three  years  to  run,  and  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  anticipate  that  three  years  hence  the  gas  company 
will  exact  an  unreasonable  contract  from  the  city.  An  in- 
jimction  against  such  a  remotely  possible  and  speculative 
injury  is  unheard  of.  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Eney.  of  Law  (2d  ed.) 
361.  The  right  of  the  city  to  maintain  this  action,  if  it  ex- 
ists at  all,  must  rest  alone  upon  the  fact  alleged  in  the  affi- 
davit that  inhabitants  of  the  city  who  are  patrons  of  the  com- 
pany are  being  charged  an  excessive  rate  for  lighting  service. 
These  facts  can  give  the  city  no  right  to  maintain  the  action 
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except  upon  the  theory  that  it  is  a  proper  mtmicipal  function 
to  redress  in  the  courts,  at  municipal  expense,  the  individual 
wrongs  of  a  certain  class  of  citizens.  This  theory  is  con- 
demned by  authority  as  well  as  by  reason.  The  city  is  not 
the  real  party  in  interest,  because,  by  reason  of  the  outstand- 
ing contract,  it  cannot,  in  its  corporate  entity,  receive  any 
benefit,  direct  or  indirect  Sec.  2605,  Stats.  1898 ;  Oross  v. 
Hechert,  120  Wis.  314,  320.  No  statute,  expressly  or  by  im- 
plication, vests  in  the  city  the  right  to  maintain  such  an 
action ;  nor  is  the  city  in  any  sense  the  trustee  of  an  express 
trust  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  2607,  Stats.  1898.  22  Ency. 
PI.  &  Pr.  169;  Robiins  v.  Deverill,  20  Wis.  142;  Boyd  v. 
Mut.  F.  Asso.  116  Wis.  155;  Janesville  v.  Carpenter,  77 
Wis.  288 ;  State  ex  rel.  Bwmham  v.  Cornwall,  97  Wis.  565 ; 
Madison  v.  Mayers,  97  Wis.  399 ;  20  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of 
Law  (2d  ed.)  1145 ;  Parh  v.  Modem  Woodmen,  181  111.  214, 
64  N.  E.  932;  People  ex  rel.  Jackson  v.  Suburban  R.  Co. 
178  m.  594;  49  L.  K.  A.  650,  656;  New  Haven  v.  N.  E.  & 
D.  R.  Co.  62  Conn.  252,  18  L.  R.  A.  256;  Einne  v.  New 
Haven,  32  Conn.  210 ;  Butler's  App.  (Pa.)  6  Atl.  708 ;  Orand 
Rapids  V.  Grand  Rapids  H.  Co.  66  Mich.  606,  33  N.  W.  749 ; 
Coast  Co.  V.  Spring  Lake,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  586,  51  L.  R  A.  657, 
663.  The  city  having  no  right  itself  to  maintain  the  action, 
its  agreement  to  indemnify  the  individual  plaintiffs  for  their 
costs  and  expenses  in  doing  so  was  against  public  policy  and 
unlawful,  and,  the  action  being  prosecuted  under  such  un- 
lawful agreement,  the  right  to  the  examination  should  have 
been  denied  and  the  action  dismissed.  Miles  v.  Mut.  R.  F.  L, 
Asso.  108  Wis.  421,  423;  Barker  v.  Barker,  14  Wis.  131; 
Kelly  V.  Kelly,  86  Wis.  170 ;  Andrews  v.  Thayer,  30  Wis. 
228 ;  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  818,  829 ;  Allard 
V.  Lamirande,  29  Wis.  502 ;  Harrington  v.  Long,  2  Myl.  &  K. 
590.  An  actual  interest  is  necessary  to  relieve  the  transac- 
tion from  the  taint  of  maintenance.  Thallhimer  v.  Brincker^ 
hoff,  3  Cow.  623,  647 ;  Miles  v.  Mut.  R.  F.  L.  Asso.  108  Wis. 
421,433. 
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For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  A.  C.  Hoppman, 
city  attorney,  and  Bird,  Oilman  &  Hohhins,  attorneys,  and 
the  cause  was  argued  orally  by  0.  W.  Bird.  They  contended, 
inter  alia,  that  the  plaintiffs,  the  city  as  well  as  the  indi- 
viduals, all  have  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action  and 
in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  and  may  be  joined  as 
plaintiffs  under  sec  2602,  Stats.  1898,  and  they  constitute 
the  real  parties  in  interest  in  whose  name  sec.  2606  requires 
the  action  to  be  prosecuted.  The  city  and  individual  plaint- 
iffs are  all  consumers  of  gas  and  electricity  furnished  by  the 
defendant  corporation,  which  enjoys  a  monopoly  of  the  busi- 
ness in  the  city ;  and  the  city  is  one  of  those  who  will  be  en- 
titled to  the  benefits  of  the  action  if  successful.  15  Ency.  PL 
&  Pr.  584-587,  592,  note,  594,  668 ;  Gross  v.  Heckert,  120 
Wis.  314,  320.  The  individual  plaintiffs  are  resident  tax- 
payers of  the  city,  and  as  such  may  be  joined  with  the  city  to 
procure  reasonable  rates  for  public  lighting,  although  such 
joinder  may  not  be  necessary.  Willard  v.  Comstoch,  58  Wis. 
565 ;  Fowler  v.  Superior,  85  Wis.  411 ;  Frederick  v.  Douglas 
Co.  96  Wis.  411;  Nevil  v.  Clifford,  ^^  Wis.  161.  To  au- 
thorize joinder  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  plaintiffs  should 
be  affected  alike,  or  as  to  the  same  rights;  it  is  sufficient  if 
they  have  a  common  right  to  prevent  the  mischief  complained 
of.  Barnes  v.  Racine,  4  Wis.  454 ;  \Yillia7n8  v.  Smith,  22 
Wis.  594;  Catlin  v.  Wheeler,  49  Wis.  507;  Peftibone  v. 
Hamilton,  40  Wis.  402 ;  Peck  v.  School  Dist.  21  Wis.  516. 
Even  if  the  city  were  not  a  consumer  of  gas  and  electricity 
furnished  by  defendants,  it  would  still  have  sufficient  inter- 
est in  the  matters  in  controversy  to  enable  it  to  maintain  this 
action,  either  as  sole  plaintiff  or  joined  with  individual  con- 
sumers. Muncie  Nat.  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncie,  160  Ind.  97,  66 
N.  E.  436 ;  State  ex  rel.  Bridgeton  v.  Bridgeton  &  M.  T.  Co. 
(X.  J.)  45  L.  R  A.  837,  841 ;  Fla.,  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State 
ex  rel.  Tavares,  31  Ela.  482,  20  L.  K.  A.  419.  The  contract 
for  public  lighting,  expiring  October  1,  1908,  does  not  de- 
prive the  city  of  its  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  ac- 
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tion  and  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded.  The  city  has  the 
present  right  to  be  supplied  with  gas  and  electricity  by  de- 
fendants, (1)  of  good  quality  and  sufficient  quantity,  (2)  at 
the  contract  price  until  October  1,  1908,  and  (3)  at  reason- 
able rates  after  that  date.  Because  the  contract  price  is  being 
accorded  now  does  not  prevent  the  action  to  secure  the  other 
measures  of  relief  sought  Had  immediate  reasonable  rates 
for  public  lighting  been  sued  for  in  addition  to  the  other  re- 
lief demanded,  plaintiffs  could  have  maintained  the  action  for 
the  latter  though  not  entitled  to  the  former ;  for  it  is  familiar 
law  that  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  some  relief,  though  not 
to  aU  asked*  he  may  maintain  his  action.  Hawley  v.  Tesch, 
72  Wis.  299;  Stronach  v.  Stronach,  20  Wis.  129;  Moritz  v. 
Splitt,  55  Wis.  441;  Tewhsbxiry  v.  Schulenberg,  41  Wis.  684; 
Plainfield  v.  Plainfield,  67  Wis.  526.  All  the  cases  cited  by 
defendants  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  this  case.  In 
neither  of  them  was  there  any  claim  or  even  pretense  that 
the  city  would  receive  in  its  corporate  capacity  any  benefit, 
or  be  relieved  from  any  burden,  by  .the  relief  demanded.  All 
the  benefits  sought  were  to  inure  solely  to  private  individ- 
uals, residents  of  the  city.  The  imdertaking  of  the  city  to 
pay  the  expense  of  the  suit  is  not  champertous,  because  the 
comjnon-law  doctrine  as  to  maintenance  does  not  apply  to 
persons  who  either  have  an  interest  in  the  litigation  or  who 
act  in  the  bona  fide  belief  that  they  have.  Any  interest  what- 
ever, whether  great  or  small,  certain  or  uncertain,  immediate 
or  remote,  is  sufficient  to  exempt  such  persons  from  the  charge 
of  maintenance.  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  815- 
820;  6  Cyc.  865,  866;  Davies  v.  Stowell,  78  Wis.  334;  Oil- 
bert-Amold  L.  Co,  v.  O'Hare,  93  Wis.  194;  Andrews  v. 
Thayer,  30  Wis.  228 ;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Gen.  E.  Co. 
74  111.  App.  465;  Frost  v.  Paine,  12  Me.  Ill;  Industry  v. 
StarJcs,  65  Me.  167 ;  Williams  v.  Fowle,  132  Mass.  385 ;  Call 
V.  Calef,  13  Met  362 ;  Thallhimer  v.  Brincherhojf,  3  Cow. 
623 ;  Oilleland  v.  Failing,  5  Denio,  308 ;  Lathrop  v.  Amherst 
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Bank,  9  Met  489 ;  Wickham  v.  Coriklin,  8  Johns.  220 ;  Oowen 
V.  Nowellj  1  Me.  292;  Cooley  v.  Osborne,  60  Iowa,  526. 
Nor  does  it  apply  to  parties  to  the  suit  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law  (2d  ed.)  816-819;  6  Cyc.  851  and  notes.  It  is 
sufficient  if  the  party  honestly  believes  that  he  has  an  inter- 
est in  the  question,  although  it  may  turn  out  that  he  has  not 
Findon  v.  Parker,  11  Mees.  &  W.  675 ;  McCalVs  Adm'r  v. 
Capehart,  20  Ala.  521 ;  Vaughan  v.  Marable,  64  Ala.  60 ;  Oil- 
man V.  Jones,  87  Ala.  691 ;  Wickham  v.  Conklin,  8  Johns. 
220. 

On  April  17, 1906,  the  court  directed  a  re-argument  on  the 
following  questions : 

1.  In  the  absence  of  limitations  of  rates  by  franchise  or 
<;ontract,  must  gas  be  furnished  to  consumers  at  reasonable 
rates  ? 

2.  Is  it  within  judicial  power  to  fix  such  rates  for  the  fu- 
ture? 

3.  Is  equity  jurisdiction  available  for  the  purpose  only  of 
declaring  an  existing  rate  to  be  excessive  ? 

4.  If  equity  jurisdiction  is  so  available,  may  it  be  properly 
invoked  on  behalf  of  consumers  generally  by  the  city  which 
granted  the  franchise  ? 

The  cause  was  re-argued  on  May  14, 1906. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Olin  &  Butler,  and 
oral  argument  by  H.  L.  Butler  and  J.  M.  Olin.  They  con- 
ceded that  tie  authorities  appear  to  hold  that  the  business  of 
supplying  light  to  a  municipality,  under  a  grant  of  the  right 
to  use  the  streets  for  such  purpose,  is  impressed  with  a  public 
interest,  and  hence  that  the  duty  arises  to  furnish  service  at 
reasonable  rates;  yet  a  contrary  view  is  taken  in  Paterson 
O,  L.  Co.  V.  Brady,  27  N.  J.  Law,  245;  Comm.  v.  Lowell 
<?.  L.  Go.  12  Allen,  75.  See,  in  connection  with  these  cases, 
Evans  v.  Boston  H.  Co.  157  Mass.  37,  40 ;  Olmsted  v.  Pro- 
prietors, 47  N.  J.  Law,  311,  833 ;  Haugen  v.  Albina  L.  & 
W.  Co.  21  Oreg.  411 ;  PoHland  Nat  Oas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  State 
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ex  rel.  Keen,  135  InA  54,  34  N.  E.  818.    But  in  the  absence 

of  express  legislative  authority  a  municipality  has  no  power 
to  fix  or  limit  rates.  State  ex  rel,  \Yis.  Teh  Co.  v.  Sheboygan, 
111  Wis.  23 ;  Ashland  v.  Wheeler,  88  Wis.  607 ;  Allen  v. 
Clausen,  114  Wis.  244;  Lewisville  Nat.  Oas  Co.  v.  State 
ex  rel.  Reynolds,  135  Ind.  49,  21  L.  R.  A.  734;  St.  Louis  v. 
Bell  Tel.  Co.  96  Mo.  623,  2  L.  R.  A.  278;  In  re  Pryor,  55 
Kan.  724,  29  L.  R.  A.  398 ;  WabasJca  E.  Co.  v.  Wymore,  60 
Neb.  199,  82  N.  W.  626.  No  such  legislative  authority  ex- 
ists as  to  the  city  of  Madison.  It  is  not  within  judicial  power 
to  fix  rates  for  the  future.  The  circuit  court,  under  the  con- 
stitution, is  purely  a  judicial  court  It  cannot  exercise  legis- 
lative powers.  In  re  North  Milwaukee,  93  Wis.  616.  The 
fixing  of  rates  is  a  legislative  power.  Interstate  Comm. 
Comm.  V.  C,  N.  0.  <&  T.  P.  R.  Co.  167  U.  S.  479,  499.  The 
limit  of  judicial  power  is  to  declare  whether  the  particular 
rate  chaDenged  is  unreasonable,  not  to  establish  a  rate  for 
the  future.  Reagan  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.  154  U.  S.  362, 
397 ;  Express  Cases,  117  U.  S.  1,  29 ;  Pullynan's  P.  C.  Co. 
V.  Mo.  Pac.  R.  Co.  115  U.,S.  587,  598;  /So.  Pac.  Co.  v.  Colo. 
F.  &  I.  Co.  101  Fed.  779,'  185;. Capital  City  Gas  Co.  v.  Des 
Moines,  72  Fed.  818 ;  People's  0.  L.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Hale,  94 
111.  App.  406 ;  Nebraska  Tel.  Co.  v.  State  ex  rel.  Yeiser,  55 
Neb.  627,  76  N.  W.  171 ;  Lanning  v.  Osborne,  76  Fed.  319, 
336;  Steenerson  v.  G.  N.  R.  Co.  69  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W. 
713,  716 ;  State  ex  rel.  Board  of  T.  v.  S.  C,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
46  Neb.  682,  31  L.  R.  A.  47.  Equity  jurisdiction  is  not 
available  for  the  purpose  only  of  declaring  an  existing  rate 
to  be  excessive.  The  machinery  of  a  court  of  equity  cannot 
be  put  in  motion  unless  the  relief  obtainable  in  the  action  is 
of  substantial  benefit  to  the  complainants.  Ellis  v.  South- 
western L.  Co.  102  Wis.  409.  No  such  benefit  could  result 
merely  from  a  judicial  declaration  that  an  existing  rate  is 
excessive.  It  would  not  be  res  adjudicata  of  anything  in  a 
suit  brought  a  month  later  attacking  the  same  rate  as  excess- 
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ive.  Wentworth  v.  Racine  Co.  99  Wis.  26,  31.  A  decree  in 
general  terms  restraining  the  company  from  charging  unrea- 
sonable rates  or  commanding  it  to  furnish  gas  at  reasonable 
rates  would  be  idle  and  erroneous.  So.  Pac.  Co.  v.  Colo.  F. 
&  I.  Co.  101  Fed.  779,  785.  The  remedy  at  law  is  adequate. 
Lough  V.  Onterbridge,  143  K  Y.  271,  25  L.  E.  A.  674,  676 ; 
4  Elliott,  Eailroads,  §  1564,  and  cases  cited;  Rice  v.  D.,  Y. 
&  A.  A.  R.  Co.  122  Mich.  667,  48  L.  R.  A.  84;  Reagan  v. 
Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.  154  U.  S.  362,  397;  So.  Pac.  Co.  v. 
Colo.  F.  &  I.  Co.  101  Fed.  779,  786 ;  Nehraska  Tel.  Co.  v. 
State  ex  rel.  Yeker,  55  Xeb.  627,  76  K  W.  171,  173 ;  Shep- 
ard  V.  Milwaukee  0.  L.  Co.  6  Wis.  539 ;  Graham  v.  C,  M.  & 
St.  P.  R.  Coi  53  Wis.  473.  Equitable  jurisdiction  cannot  be 
justified  on  the  theory  that  a  multiplicity  of  suits  would  be 
prevented.  The  rights  and  interests  of  consumers,  as  between 
themselves  and  the  company,  are  several  and  independent  If 
excessive  rates  are  being  exacted  of  any,  the  wrong  is  to  each 
consumer  individually.  Other  consumers  are  in  no  sense 
necessary  parties  to  any  action  which  plaintiffs  may  bring  to 
vindicate  their  alleged  rights.  Other  consumers  certainly 
could  rightfully  refuse  to  join  in  the  litigation  and  would  not 
be  bound  by  the  result.  Linden  L.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  & 
L.  Co.  107  Wis.  493,  508.  Nor  are  several  consumers  entitled 
to  join  in  an  action  in  equity  to  have  existing  rates  declared 
excessive.  Linden  L.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  &  L.  Co.,  supra; 
Newcomb  v.  Horton,  18  Wis.  566 ;  Barnes  v.  Beloit,  19  Wis. 
93 ;  Pier  v.  Fond  du  Lac  Co.  53  Wis.  421 ;  Oilkey  v.  Merrill, 
67  Wis.  459,  461.  See  NaiHn  v.  Ky.  E.  Co.  (Ky.)  86  S.  W. 
676. 

For  the  resi)ondents  there  was  a  brief  by  John  A.  Ayl- 
ward,  city  attorney,  and  Bird,  Oilman  &  Bobbins,  attorneys, 
and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  0.  W.  Bird  and  Mr.  Aylward. 
They  contended  that,  in  the  absence  of  limitation  of  rates  by 
franchise  or  contract,  gas  must  be  furnished  to  consumers  at 
reasonable  rates.  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  928 ; 
Vol.  129—17 
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Lindsley,  Eate  Regulation,  36;  Allnutt  v.  Inglis,  12  East, 
^27,  538,  540 ;  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  B.  Co.  v.  Bowling  Oreen, 
67  Ohio  St  336,  345,  346,  49  N.  E.  121,  123,  124;  Munn 
V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113 ;  Boot  v.  L.  I.  B.  Co,  114  N.  Y. 
^00,  4  L.  E.  A.  331 ;  McDuffee  v.  P.  &  B.  B.  Co.  52  N.  H. 
430;  Johnson  v.  F.  &  P.  B.  Co.  16  Fla.  623 ;  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  B.  Co.  V.  Iowa,  94  U.  S.  155 ;  Dow  v.  Beidelman,  125 
U.  S.  680;  Buggies  v.  Illinois,  108  U.  S.  526;  Avinger  v. 
S.  C.  B.  Co.  29  S.  C.  265.  The  common-law  rule  that  cor- 
porations engaged  in  so-called  public  callings  must  furnish 
their  services  and  supplies  at  reasonable  rates  is  recognized  by 
this  court  in  the  following  cases :  Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  0.  L. 
Co.  6  Wis.  539,  547 ;  Streeter  v.  C,  M.  <&  St.  P.  B.  Co.  44 
Wis.  383 ;  Att'y  Oen.  v.  Bailroad  Cos.  35  Wis.  425,  588.  It 
is  within  judicial  power  to  fix  reasonable  rates  for  the  future. 
In  this  case  the  court  is  not  called  upon  necessarily  to  go  to 
the  extent  of  fixing  reasonable  rates  for  the  future,  but  may 
stop  short  of  that  and  simply  declare  present  rates  unreason- 
able and  enjoin  their  exaction  for  the  future.  But  while  this 
is  so,  the  second  question  for  re-argument  should  be  answered 
in  the  aflBrmative,  both  upon  reason  and  authority.  It  is 
within  judicial  power  to  determine  whether  a  given  rate  is 
reasonable,  and  if  found  to  be  unreasonable  to  enjoin  its  ex- 
action or  enforcement  in  the  future;  and  this  includes  the 
power  to  establish  the  maximum  of  such  rates  for  the  future. 
Munn  V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113 ;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Co.  v. 
Iowa,  94  TJ.  S.  155 ;  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Minne- 
sota, 134  U.  S.  418 ;  San  Diego  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  National  City, 
174  U.  S.  739 ;  Spring  Valley  W.  TF.  v.  San  Francisco,  82 
Cal.  286;  Beagan  v.  Farmers' 'L.  &  T.  Co.  154  U.  S.  362; 
£t.  Louis  &  S.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Gill,  156  U.  S.  649 ;  Smyth  v. 
Ames,  169  U.  S.  406 ;  Chicago  £  0.  T.  B.  Co.  v.  Wellman, 
143  U.  S.  339 ;  Peoria  Q.  &  E.  Co.  v.  Peoria,  200  U.  S.  48 ; 
iJindnnati,  H.  &  D.  B.  Co.  v.  Bowling  Green,  57  Ohio  St 
336,  49  K  E.  121 ;  New  Memphis  G.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Memphis, 
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72  Fed.  952.  Equitable  jurisdiction  is  available  for  the  pur- 
pose only  of  declaring  an  existing  rate  excessive.  The  power 
to  declare  an  existing  rate  excessive  is  of  the  same  nature  as 
the  power  to  declare  an  existing  rate  unreasonably  low.  In 
the  exercise  of  each  the  main  question  is,  What  is  a  reason- 
able rate  ?  That  being  settled,  the  given  rate  is  excessive  if 
it  exceeds  that  rate,  and  unreasonably  low  if  it  falls  below  it 
All  the  cases  before  cited  agree, that,  if  the  given  rate  is  un- 
reasonably low,  equity  jurisdiction  is  available  to  have  it  so 
declared  at  the  suit  of  the  corporation ;  and  there  seems  to  be 
no  just  reason  why  the  courts  should  not  be  equally  open  to 
the  people  for  like  redress  where  the  given  rate  fixed  by  the 
company  is  excessive.  Cincinnati,  fl".  <&  D.  R.  Co,  v.  Bowling 
Green,  57  Ohio  St  336,  49  E".  E.  121,  123 ;  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  jB.  Co.  v.  Iowa,  94  U.  S.  155;  Dow  v.  Beidelman,  125 
U.  S.  680 ;  Beagan  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.  154  U.  S.  362 ; 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466 ;  New  Memphis  0.  L.  Co.  v. 
Memphis,  72  Fed.  952;  Att'y  Gen.  v.  Railroad  Cos.  35  Wis. 
425 ;  Portland  Nat.  Gas  £  Oil  Co.  v.  State  ex  rel.  Keen,  135 
Ind.  54,  34  N.  E.  818 ;  Greenfield  Gas  Co.  v.  Trees,  165  Ind. 
209,  75  JJ".  E.  2 ;  Coy  v.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.  146  Ind.  655, 
46  N.  E.  17 ;  State  ex  rel.  Snyder  v.  Portland  Gas  &  Oil  Co. 
153  Ind.  483,  53  K  E.  1089;  Gibhs  v.  Con.  Gas  Co.  130 
U.  S.  396;  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Zanesville,  47  Ohio  St  35,  23 
N.  E.  60 ;  Zanesville  v.  Gas  Light  Co.  47  Ohio  St.  1,  23  K  E. 
55 ;  Tacoma  H.  Co.  v.  Tacoma  L.  &  W.  Co.  3  Wash.  316,  28 
Pac.  516;  Louisville  Gas  Co.  v.  Dulaney,  100  Ky.  405; 
Baily  v.  Fayette  G.  F.  Co.  193  Pa.  St  175 ;  People's  G.  L. 
&  C.  Co.  V.  Hale,  94  111.  App.  406.  Equity  jurisdiction  may 
be  properly  invoked  on  behalf  of  consumers  generally  by  the 
city  which  granted  the  franchise.  Muncie  Nat.  Gas  Co.  v. 
Munde,  160  Ind.  97,  ^%  K  E.  436;  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Zanes- 
ville, 47  Ohio  St  35,  23  K  E.  60 ;  State  ex  rel  Bridgeton 
V.  Bridgeton  &  M.  T.  Co.  (K  J.)  45  L.  E.  A.  837;  Fla.,  C. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  State  ex  rel.  Tavares,  31  Fla.  482,  20  L.  E.  A. 
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419 ;  Watertown  v.  Cowen,  5  Paige,  510;  Williams  v.  Smith, 
22  Wis.  594;  State  ex  rel  Wilbur  v.  Trenton  P.  R.  Co.  57 
N.  J.  Law,  212 ;  Greenfield  Gas  Co.  v.  Trees,  165  Ind.  209, 
75  N".  E.  2.  The  doctrine  that  municipalities  may  maintain 
actions  to  restrain  unlawful  interference  with  its  streets,  rec- 
ognized and  enforced  by  this  court,  is  suflScient  to  enable  the 
city  to  maintain  this  action,  even  if  it  were  not  a  consumer  of 
gas  and  electricity.  Pewaukee  v.  Savage,  103  Wis.  271; 
Neshkoro  v.  Nest,  85  Wis.  126;  Waukesha  H.  M.  Co.  v. 
Waukesha,  83  Wis.  475 ;  Oshkosh  v.  M.  &  L.  W.  R.  Co.  74 
Wis.  534.]  Jamestown  v.  C,  B.  &  N.  R.  Co.  69  Wis.  648. 
The  following  opinion  was  filed  June  21,  1906 : 

SiEBECKEE,  J.  The  nature  and  the  purpose  of  this  action 
must  be  determined  from  the  facts  shown  in  the  affidavit  filed, 
under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  1898,  in  the  proceeding  for  the  ex- 
amination of  the  parties  before  trial.  This  examination  is 
demanded  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  plaintiffs  to  frame 
their  complaint.  The  affidavit  states  the  general  nature  and 
objects  of  the  action  as  well  as  the  points  upon  which  dis- 
covery is  desired.  It  appears  that  the  action  is  planted  in 
equity,  and  is  one  seeking  to  enjoin  the  gas  company  and  its 
officers  and  agents  from  demanding  or  exacting  from  its  cus- 
tomers imreasonable  and  excessive  rates  for  gas  to  be  fur- 
nished to  them,  and  to  compel  it  to  furnish  a  good  quality  and 
a  sufficient  quantity  of  its  commodities  at  reasonable  rates, 
without  unjust  discrimination,  and  to  establish  a  uniform 
schedule  of  prices  for  them.  There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  business  conducted  by  the  gas  company,  and 
there  is  no  dispute  but  that  it  has  acquired  rights  and  privi- 
leges to  conduct  the  business  of  furnishing  gas  and  electricity 
to  the  city  of  Madison  and  its  inhabitants,  and  that  it  may, 
for  this  purpose,  occupy  the  streets  and  alleys  of  the  city  with 
pipes  and  poles,  electric  wires,  and  such  other  appliances  as 
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are  appropriate  and  necessary  for  the  maintenance  and  con- 
duct of  its  enterprise. 

From  the  nature  and  object  of  the  action  and  the  relief 
demanded  it  is  obvious  that  plaintiffs  are  prosecuting  it  as 
one  in  equity  to  restrain  the  gas  company  from  continuing 
to  furnish  these  commodities  to  its  customers  at  the  prices  it 
has  charged  and  is  now  charging  for  them,  upon  the  ground 
that  such  charges  are  unreasonably  high  and  are  unauthorized 
by  the  franchise  it  exercises,  and  result  in  an  excess  and  abuse 
of  the  rights  and  privileges  granted  it,  under  which  it  devoted 
its  property  to  a  use  in  which  the  public  have  an  interest 

The  right  to  relief  by  injunction,  to  restrain  acts  in  excess 
and  abuse  of  corporate  franchises  and  privileges,  is  recog- 
nized in  the  law  and  has  been  enforced  by  the  courts  of  this 
state  in  appropriate  cases.  The  presentation  of  the  grounds 
of  this  jurisdiction  contained  in  the  opinion  in  Att'y  Gen.  v. 
Railroad  Cos.  35  Wis.  425,  is  so  complete  and  sufficient  that 
nothing  additional  can  now  be  said  on  the  subject  The  rem- 
edy was  therein  applied  in  an  action  by  the  attorney  general, 
acting  for  the  state,  to  restrain  the  railroad  companies  from 
exacting  tolls  for  the  carriage  of  passengers  and  freight  in 
excess  of  the  maximum  rates  established  by  acts  of  the  legis- 
lature.   It  is  there  stated : 

"The  equitable  jurisdiction  precludes  the  objection  that 
there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.  It  admits  the  remedy  at 
law,  but  administers  its  own  remedy  in  preference,  when  the 
state  seeks  it  in  preference.  It  seems  to  proceed  on  the  pre- 
sumption that  it  may  better  serve  the  public  interest  to  re- 
strain a  corporation,  than  to  punish  it  by  penal  remedies  or 
to  forfeit  its  charter,  and  that,  in  that  view,  the  proper  officers 
of  the  state  should  have  an  election  of  remedies."    Page  524. 

The  following  cases  are  cited  in  addition  to  those  cited  by 
the  court  in  its  opinion:  Comm.  v.  P.  &  C.  R.  Co.  24  Pa.  St 
159 ;  Atfy  Gen.  v.  Jamaica  Pond  A.  Corp.  133  Mass.  361 ; 
Stockton  V.  Cent.  R.  Co.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  52,  24  Atl.  964;  5  Pom. 
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Eq.  Jur.  (Eq.  Rem.)  §  302,  and  cases  cited  in  notes.  The 
court  also  asserts  that  "the  custom  of  courts  of  equity  to  in- 
terfere in  such  cases,  at  the  suit  of  private  parties,  for  private 
injuries,  is  quite  old,"  and  that  "it  seems  to  have  grown  up 
out  of  the  ancient  jurisdiction  to  restrain  waste  and  nui- 
sance," and  declares  that  the  jurisdiction  in  favor  of  both  the 
public  and  private  persons  is  well  established,  "one  on  be- 
half of  the  state,  for  public  wrong,  and  the  other  on  behalf 
of  private  persons,  for  private  wrong,  arising  from  an  excess 
or  abuse  of  corporate  franchises."  35  Wis.  528,  529.  The 
equitable  jurisdiction  "of  private  suits  to  restrain  private 
wrongs  arising  from"  such  excess  or  abuse  of  corporate  pow- 
ers, which  was  then  recognized  as  firmly  established  by  both 
the  English  and  American  cases,  has  been  so  extensively  ap- 
plied that  it  cannot  now  be  regarded  as  open  to  question. 

Among  specific  applications  of  the  jurisdiction  to  cases  per- 
taining to  acts  of  corporations  engaged  in  the  business  of 
furnishing  gas  and  electricity  to  a  city  and  its  inhabitants 
are  the  following:  Oas  Light  Co,  v,  Zanesville,  47  Ohio  St 
35,  23  N.  E.  60.  This  was  an  action  by  the  city,  in  its  pro- 
prietary capacity,  to  enforce  its  right  to  have  gas  'furnished 
by  the  gas  company  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  an  ordi- 
nance prescribing  fixed  rates.  The  case  of  Muncie  Nat.  Gas 
Co,  V.  Muncie,  160  Ind.  97,  66  K  E.  436,  was  an  action  in 
equity  by  the  city  against  the  gas  company  to  enforce  obedi- 
ence to  an  ordinance  prescribing  the  rates  and  the  conditions 
upon  which  gas  was  to  be  furnished  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
city.  In  Louisville  Oas  Co.  v.  Dulaney,  100  Ky.  405,  38 
S.  W.  703,  equitable  relief  by  injunction  was  awarded  to  pre- 
vent a  threatened  violation  of  franchise  obligations  by  way  of 
overcharges  for  gas.  Among  other  cases  wherein  equity  has 
exercised  jurisdiction  in  similar  cases  to  restrain  corporations 
from  committing  acts,  resulting  in  private  injury,  in  excess 
or  violation  of  franchise  rights  and  obligations,  are  the  fol- 
lowing: Seattle  G.  &  E.  Co.  v.  Citizens  L.  &  P.  Co.  123  Fed. 
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588;  People's  Gas  Co.  v.  Tyner,  131  Ind.  277,  31  N.  E.  69;. 
Hudson  River  Tel  Co.  v.  Watervliet  T.  &  R.  Co.  135  :N'.  Y. 
393,  32  K  E.  148 ;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co/s  App.  115  Pa.  St 
514,  5  Atl.  872 ;  Shamokin  v.  Shamolcin  &  Mt.  C.  E.  R.  Co. 
196  Pa.  St.  166,  46  Atl.  382;  Ernst  v.  New  Orleans  W.  W. 
Co.  39  La.  Ann.  550,  2  South.  415 ;  5  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  (Eq. 
Rem.)  §§  301-304;  Coast  Co.  v.  Spring  Lake,  58  N.  J.  Eq. 
586,  47  Atl.  1131,  51  L.  E.  A.  657,  and  note;  Bienville  W.  8. 
Co.  V.  Mobile,  112  Ala.  260,  20  South.  742;  Indianapolis 
Cable  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Citizens  St.  R.  Co.  127  Ind.  369,  24 
N.  E.  1054,  26  X.  E.  893;  Sickles  v.  Manhattan  O.  Co.  64 
How.  Pr.  33.  In  the  following  cases  this  equitable  remedy 
was  employed  by  the  courts  of  this  state  upon  analogous 
grounds:  Jamestown  v.  C,  B.  &  N.  R.  Co.  69  Wis.  648,  34 
]Sr.  W.  728;  Oshkosh  v.  M.  <&  L.  W.  R.  Co.  74  Wis.  534,  43 
N.  W.  489. 

The  defendants  aver  that  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the 
court  to  remedy  the  wrongs  complained  of  through  its  equi- 
table jurisdiction,  and  therefore  ask  for  the  dismissal  of  the 
case.  As  before  stated,  plaintiffs  seek  preventive  relief  against 
acts  of  the  gas  company,  alleged  to  constitute  an  excess  and 
abuse  of  the  privileges  and  franchises  granted  for  conduct- 
ing its  business  of  furnishing  gas  and  electricity  to  the  city 
of  Madison  and  its  inhabitants.  The  business  of  supplying 
gas  and  electricity  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  inhabitants  of 
a  community,  under  grant  of  the  state  or  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration, is  of  a  public  nature.  It  is,  in  character,  a  public 
business  and  like  that  of  common  carriers,  warehousemen,  and 
other  enterprises  in  which  the  community  has  an  interest  dif- 
ferent from  what  it  has  in  private  enterprises  devoted  to  man- 
ufacturing and  merchandising  the  common  articles  of  trade. 
This  view  was  expressed  by  this  court  in  the  early  case  of 
Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  0.  L.  Co.  6  Wis.  539,  which  is  well 
supported  by  the  decisions  of  various  courts.  Gibbs  v.  Con- 
solidated Gas  Co.  130  U.  S.  396,  9  Sup.  Ct.  553;  New  Or- 


Digitized -byVjOOQlC 


264  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Oct. 

Madison  v.  Madison  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  129  Wis.  249. 

.  leans  Gas  Co.  v.  Louisiana  L.  Co.  115  U.  S.  650,  6  Sup.  Ct 
252.  In  Louisville  Gas  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Gas  Co.  115  U.  S. 
683,  6  Sup.  Ct  265,  it  is  said: 

"Such  a  business  is  not  like  that  of  an  ordinary  corporation 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  articles  that  may  be  quite  as 
indispensable  to  some  persons  as  are  gas  lights.  The  former 
articles  may  be  supplied  by  individual  effort,  and  with  their 
supply  the  government  has  no  such  concern  that  it  can  grant 
an  exclusive  right  to  engage  in  their  manufacture  and  sale. 
But  as  the  distribution  of  gas  in  thickly  populated  districts 
is,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  other  case,  a  matter  of  which 
the  public  may  assume  control,  services  rendered  in  supplying 
it  for  public  and  private  use  constitute,  in  our  opinion,  such 
public  services  as,  under  the  constitution  of  Kentucky,  au- 
thorized the  legislature  to  grant  to  the  defendant  the  exclusive 
privilege  in  question."  St.  Louis  v.  Si.  Louis  G.  Co.  70  Mo. 
69 ;  Chicago  G.  &  C.  Co.  v.  People's  G.  &  C.  Co.  121  111.  530, 
13  N.  E.  169 ;  20  Cyc,  Gas,  1154  et  seq. 

The  right  to  regulate  these  enterprises  and  the  property 
employed  in  them  rests  upon  grounds  which  are  exhaustively 
examined  and  fully  elaborated  in  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S. 
113,  and  the  views  therein  expressed  have  been  accepted  by 
the  courts  of  this  country  whenever  they  have  been  called 
upon  to  pass  on  the  question.  It  is  there  stated  that,  when 
we  look  to  the  common  law  for  the  right  of  the  state  to  regu- 
late these  public  undertakings,  it  is  found 

"that,  when  private  property  is  affected  with  a  public  inter- 
est, it  ceases  to  be  juris  privati  only."  "Property  does  be- 
come clothed  with  a  public  interest  when  used  in  a  manner 
to  make  it  of  public  consequence  and  affect  the  community  at 
large.  When,  therefore,  one  devotes  his  property  to  a  use  in 
which  the  public  has  an  interest,  he,  in  effect,  grants  to  the 
public  an  interest  in  that  use,  and  must  submit  to  be  con- 
trolled by  the  public  for  the  common  good,  to  the  extent  of 
the  interest  he  has  thus  created.  He  may  withdraw  his  grant 
by  discontinuing  the  use;  but,  as  long  as  he  maintains  the 
use,  he  must  submit  to  the  control." 

Att'y  Gen.  v.  Railroad  Cos.  35  Wis.  425. 
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The  right  to  conduct  such  a  business  under  grant  from  a 
municipality  in  no  way  affects  its  character,  and  such  a  grant 
is  deemed  to  be  one  from  the  state  through  one  of  its  munici- 
pal agencies.  New  Orleans  v.  Clarh,  95  U.  S.  644,  and  cases 
cited;  Hamilton  0.  &  0.  Co.  r.  Hamilton,  146  U.  S.  258,  13 
Sup.  Ct  90;  Wright  v.  Nagle,  101  U.  S.  791. 

One  of  the  conditions  for  the  exercise  of  the  privilege  of 
conducting  a  gas  business,  under  legislative  grant,  is  that,  in 
the  absence  of  l^islative  prescription  restricting  the  rate  of 
compensation  for  the  service  furnished,  the  grant  carries  by 
implication  the  obligation  to  furnish  it  at  a  reasonable  price. 
Such  obligation  is  implied  by  law  and  is  incurred  by  accept- 
ance of  the  franchise  and  privilege.  This  is  the  declared  rule 
of  law  as  established  by  the  adjudications.  See  the  following 
cases  in  support  of  the  rule:  Att'y  Gen,  v.  Railroad  Cos.  35 
Wis.  425;  Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  O.  L.  Co.  6  Wis.  539; 
Capital  City  G.  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  72  Fed.  829;  Spring 
Valley  W.  W.  v.  Schottler,  110  U.S.  347,  4  Sup.  Ct  48; 
Dow  V.  Beidelman,  125  U.  S.  680,  8  Sup.  Ct  1028 ;  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Minnesota,  134  U.  S.  418,  10  Sup.  Ct 
462;  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  18  Sup.  Ct  418;  Cot- 
iing  v.  Kansas  City  S.  Y.  Co.  183  U.  S.  79,  22  Sup.  Ct  30 ; 
Lumbard  v.  Stearns,  4  Cush.  60 ;  People  v.  Budd,  117  N.  Y. 
1,  22  K  E.  670,  682 ;  Clarh  v.  State,  142  X.  Y.  101,  36  X.  E. 
817.  Within  this  principle,  so  established,  rests  the  right  of 
the  state  to  prescribe  the  charge  to  be  made  for  a  public  serv- 
ice, if,  imder  the  facts  and  circumstances,  it  be  a  sum  suflB- 
cient  to  afford  a  reasonable  compensation. 

This  power  of  the  state  is  in  its  nature  legislative,  and  has 
always  been  exercised  either  directly  by  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  government  or  by  delegation  of  it  to  municipal  corpo- 
rations or  some  other  appropriate  agency.  Whether  existing 
or  prescribed  rates  and  charges  for  a  public  service  afford  a 
reasonable  compensation  is  a  judicial  question.  In  the  very 
nature  of  the  right  to  regulate  these  matters  between  the  pub- 
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lie  and  those  engaged  in  performing  the  service,  it  must  fol- 
low that  courts  cannot  prescribe  a  schedule  of  rates  and 
charges  as  the  prescribed  quantum  of  compensation  which  is 
to  be  awarded  for  future  services,  because  it  is  the  legisla- 
tive prerogative  to  make  and  prescribe  the  rules  which  shall 
regulate  the  relations  between  persons  and  their  acts  as  they 
arise  in  the  affairs  of  life.  When,  however,  such  rules  have 
been  enacted  as  law,  then  the  judiciary  is  vested  with  the 
authority  to  construe  and  apply  them  to  the  affairs  they  were 
intended  to  regulate  and  control.  These  two  functions  are 
recognized  as  distinct  and  separate  in  the  fundamental  organ- 
ization of  our  government,  and  the  prerogatives  and  powers 
of  the  one  department  of  government  are  not  to  be  encroached 
upon  or  curtailed  by  the  other.  In  Reagan  v.  Farmers'  L.  <& 
T.  Co,  154  U.  S.  362,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047,  the  court,  in  speak- 
ing of  the  power  to  fix  the  compensation  for  a  public  service, 
says : 

"The  courts  are  not  authorized  to  revise  or  change  the  body 
of  rates  imposed  by  a  legislature  or  a  commission.  They  do 
not  determine  whether  one  rate  is  preferable  to  another,  or 
what  under  all  the  circumstances  would  be  fair  and  reason- 
able as  between  the  carrier  and  the  shipper.  They  do  not 
engage  in  any  mere  administrative  work.  But  still  there  can 
be  no  doubt  of  their  power  and  duty  to  inquire  whether  a 
body  of  rates  prescribed  by  a  legislature  or  a  commission  is 
imjust  and  unreasonable  and  such  as  to  work  a  practical  de- 
struction to  rights  of  property,  and,  if  found  so  to  be,  to  re- 
strain its  operation." 

.  In  the  Express  Cases,  117  U.  S.  1,  6  Sup.  Ct  542,  where- 
in the  trial  court  had  fixed  and  regulated  the  terms  and  pre- 
scribed what  it  deemed  reasonable  charges  upon  which  the 
railroad  and  express  companies  should  do  their  public  busi- 
ness, it  was  held : 

"In  this  way,  as  it  seems  to  us,  'the  court  has  made  an  ar- 
rangement for  the  business  intercourse  of  these  companies 
such  as,  in  its  opinion,  they  ought  to  have  made  for  them- 
selves.^ The  regulation  of  matters  of  this  kind  is  legislative- 
in  its  character,  not  judicial.'' 
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And  in  Atchison,  T.  <&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  D.  &  N.  0.  B.  Co. 
110  U.  S.  667,  682,  4  Sup.  Ct  192,  it  is  observed: 

"A  court  of  chancery  is  not,  any  more  than  is  a  court  of 
law,  clothed  with  legislative  power.  It  may  enforce,  in  its 
own  appropriate  way,  the  specific  performance  of  an  existing 
legal  obligation  arising  out  of  contract,  law,  or  usage,  but  it 
cannot  create  the  obligation," 

These  and  other  cases  serve  to  define  the  limits  of  the  judi- 
cial power  in  dealing  with  the  subject  of  enforcing  the  obli- 
gation as  to  reasonable  compensation  for  the  performance  of 
a  public  service  like  those  involved  in  this  action.  The  de- 
cisions upon  the  subject  make  it  obvious  that  the  power  to 
prescribe  what  the  charges  shall  be  for  services  rendered  in 
the  conduct  of  a  business  impressed  with  a  public  interest  is 
vested  in  the  legislature,  and  must  be  exercised  by  it  directly 
or  through  some  appropriate  agency.  Winchester  &  L.  T.  R. 
Co.  V.  Croxton,  98  Ky.  739,  34  S.  W.  518,  33  L.  R  A.  177, 
and  cases  cited  in  editor's  note;  Ruggles  v.  People,  91  111. 
256 ;  Sternberg  v.  State,  36  Neb.  307,  54  K  W.  553 ;  Olm- 
sted V.  Proprietors,  47  Iff.  J.  Law,  311 ;  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bowling  Green,  57  Ohio  St.  336,  49  K  E.  121; 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418 ;  Nebraska 
Tel.  Co.  V.  State,  55  Neb.  627,  76  K  W.  171 ;  F-  U.  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Myatt,  98  Fed.  335 ;  So.  Pac.  Co.  v.  Colo.  F.  &  I.  Co.  101 
Fed.  779,  42  C.  C.  A.  12.  The  validity  of  such  legislation 
may  become  a  question  of  judicial  inquiry  if  it  fails  to  pro- 
vide reasonable  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  property  de- 
voted to  such  public  purpose.  If  rates  are  prescribed  which 
are  too  low  to  compensate  for  the  service  rendered,  an  enforce- 
ment of  them  would  result  in  taking  property  employed  in  the 
business  for  a  public  use  without  just  compensation.  The 
propriety  of  such  legislation  must  be  judicially  determined 
under  the  constitutional  guarantees  that  "the  property  of  no 
person  shall  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensa- 
tion'^  and  that  no  one  shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law.    Stone  v.  Farmers*  L.  &  T.  Co.  110 
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U.  S.  307,  6  Sup.  Ct.  334,  388,  1191;  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Minnesota,  134  U.  S.  418,  10  Sup.  Ct.  462,  and 
other  cases  cited  therein. 

But  it  is  insisted  by  respondents  that,  since  the  gas  com- 
pany is  obligated  to  furnish  gas  to  the  city  and  its  inhabitants 
at  a  reasonable  price,  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  determine 
what,  under  the  existing  facts  and  circumstances,  is  a  reason- 
able charge,  and  to  enforce  it  as  the  measure  of  future  service 
under  like  conditions.  No  doubt  the  court  can  ascertain, 
within  its  judicial  function  and  whenever  the  question  is  nec- 
essarily involved  in  any  controversy  to  which  the  gas  com- 
pany is  a  party,  what  is  a  reasonable  charge  for  gas  furnished. 
This,  however,  as  already  shown,  is  the  extent  to  which  the 
court  can  go.  AMiatever  might  be  determined  to  be  a  rea- 
sonable charge,  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  adduced 
in  such  an  inquiry,  cannot  be  enforced  as  a  fixed  charge  for 
the  service  for  any  purpose  other  than  to  determine  the  par- 
ticular controversy  between  the  parties  and  their  privies.  If 
it  were  attempted  to  enforce  it  as  a  prescribed  future  charge, 
it  would,  in  an  indirect  way,  usurp  the  legislative  prerogative 
of  prescribing  by  rule  the  compensation  for  a  future  public 
service.    This,  as  we  have  seen,  the  courts  cannot  do. 

This  question  arose  directly  in  the  case  of  the  Interstate 
Comm.  Comm,  v.  C,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R,  Co.  167  U.  S.  479, 
499,  17  Sup.  Ct.  900,  wherein  the  commission  had  deter- 
mined what  were  reasonable  rates  for  transportation  charges 
upon  railroads  between  certain  fixed  points,  and  had  applied 
to  the  court  for  their  future  enforcement.  It  is  there  ob- 
served: "It  is  one  thing  to  inquire  whether  the  rates  which 
have  been  charged  and  collected  are  reasonable — that  is  a 
judicial  act ;  but  an  entirely  different  thing  to  prescribe  rates 
which  shall  be  charged  in  the  future — that  is  a  legislative 
act ;"  and  the  court  cites  cases  in  support  of  the  doctrine,  and 
concludes  (167  U.  S.  511,  17  Sup.  Ct  905)  that,  since  Con- 
gress had  not  conferred  the  legislative  power  of  prescribing 
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rates  on  the  commission,  "it  did  not  intend  to  secure  the 
same  result  indirectly  by  empowering  that  tribunal  to  deter- 
mine what  in  reference  to  the  past  was  reasonable  and  just, 
.  .  .  and  then  enable  it  to  obtain  from  the  courts  a  peremp- 
tory order  that  in  the  future  the  railroad  companies  should 
follow  the  rates  thus  determined  to  have  been  in  the  past  rea- 
sonable and  just" 

These  principles  are  applicable  to  the  case  before  us,  and 
must  be  held  to  rule  it  Nothing  has  been  done  by  the  state, 
either  directly,  or  indirectly  through  the  city  of  Madison  as 
one  of  its  agencies,  to  prescribe  a  rate  at  which  the  gas  com- 
pany is  to  furnish  gas  to  the  city  and  its  inhabitants.  True, 
the  gas  company  is  obligated  to  furnish  the  commodity  at  a 
reasonable  rate,  but  no  power  exists  in  the  court  to  prescribe 
as  a  fixed  charge  for  such  service  in  the  future  what  it  may 
find  to  have  been  a  reasonable  rate  for  the  service  theretofore 
furnished.  The  relief  demanded,  compelling  the  gas  com- 
pany to  furnish  gas  to  its  customers  at  a  reasonable  rate  in 
the  future,  must  be  secured,  either  directly  or  through  an  ap- 
propriate agency,  by  legislative  action,  prescribing  rates  or 
charges  which  shall  be  reasonable  for  the  service.  We  dis- 
cover no  other  object  in  this  action,  nor  do  the  facts  pre- 
sented, upon  which  equitable  relief  is  sought,  afford  any  basis 
for  any  other  equitable  relief  to  remedy  the  wrongs  com- 
plained of.  Upon  these  considerations  it  must  follow  that  the 
court  erred  in  denying  defendants'  motion  for  dismissal  of 
the  action. 

By  the  Court. — The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  with  directions  that  the  court  enter  an 
order  dismissing  the  action  and  granting  costs  to  the  defend- 
ants. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  October  9, 1906. 
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RoEDLER,  Respondent,  vs.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company,  Appellant 

September  11 — OctoJier  9,  1906. 

<1, 5)  Appeal:  Special  verdict,  tohen  disturbed:  Exceptions,  when  con- 
sidered :  Briefs.  ( 2-4 )  Railroads :  Injury  to  person  at  street  cross- 
ing: Failure  to  give  signals:  Positive  and  negative  testimony: 
Contributory  negligence:  Court  and  jury,  (6,  7)  Instructions 
to  jury:  **Ordinary  caref*  "^Proximate  oaus2" 

1.  Although  findings  in  a  special  verdict  may  be  against  a  clear 

preponderance  of  the  evidence,  they  will  not  be  disturbed  on 
appeal  if  the  evidence,  considered  in  the  light  most  favorable 
to  the  successful  party  which  it  will  legitimately  bear,  ifi  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  them. 

2,  In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  by  one  who  was  struck 

and  injured  at  night  by  a  train  at  a  street  crossing,  plaintiffs 
testimony  was  to  the  effect  that  when  approaching  the  track 
she  listened  for  a  train,  and  that  no  whistle  was  blown  or  bell 
rung.  Defendant's  witnesses  testified  that  the  signals  were  given. 
The  court  charged  the  Jury  generally  that  "the  positive  test!-' 
mony  of  one  credible  witness  to  a  fact  is  entitled  to  more 
weight  than  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses  equaUy  credi- 
ble who  testify  negatively  or  to  collateral  circumstances  merely 
persuasive  in  their  character  from  which  a  negative  may  be 
inferred."  Held,  that  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  a  specific  in- 
struction that  plaintiff's  testimony  as  to  the  bell  and  whistle 
was  negative  and  not  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as  that  of 
defendant's  witnesses. 

'3.  When  the  facts  in  a  case,  though  undisputed,  are  ambiguous  and 
of  such  a  nature  that  reasonable  men,  unaffected  by  bias  or 
prejudice,  may  disagree  as  to  the  inference  or  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  from  them,  the  case  should  be  submitted  to  the  Jury. 

4.  Whether  in  this  case  the  plaintiff,  who  was  struck  at  night  by  a 
train  at  a  street  crossing,  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
in  failing  to  see  the  headlight  of  the  train  as  it  approached,  is 
held,  upon  the  evidence,  to  have  been  a  question  for  the  Jury. 

6.  Exceptions  merely  enumerated  in  an  appellant's  brief,  but  not 
deemed  worthy  of  specific  consideration  by  counsel,  will  not  be 
considered. 

6.  A  charge  to  the  Jury  defining  ordinary  care  as  being  such  care 
as  a  person  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  ordinarily  toould 
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have  exercised  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances,  is  not 
erroneous  by  reason  of  the  use  of  the  word  "would." 
7.  A  charge  that  by  the  term  "proximate  cause"  is  meant  "the  efli' 
dent  cause  which  produces  the  injury  as  a  natural  and  probable 
result,"  etc.,  ii^  not  erroneous  by  reason  of  a  failure  to  add,  after 
the  words  "efficient  cause,"  the  words  "that  which  acts  first." 

Appbax  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Fond  du 
Lac  county :  Chestek  A.  Fowxee,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  evening  of  January  31, 1903, 
by  being  struck  by  the  defendant's  train  while  on  the  sidewalk 
on  the  north  side  of  Western  avenue  and  while  crossing  or 
about  to  cross  the  defendant's  railway  track.  The  complaint 
is  in  the  usual  form  in  such  cases,  alleging  the  giving  of  the 
requisite  notice  January  29,  1904.  The  defendant  answered 
by  way  of  admissions  and  denials. 

At  the  dose  of  the  trial  the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict 
to  the  effect  (1)  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  and  place  al- 
leged, was  injured  by  being  struck  by  defendant's  train  while 
on  the  sidewalk  on  the  north  side  of  Western  avenue  and 
while  crossing  or  about  to  cross  the  railway  track;  (2)  that 
the  bell  on  the  locomotive  was  not  rung  before  and  while  the 
locomotive  was  passing  over  the  crossing;  (3)  that  the  whistle 
on  the  locomotive  was  not  blown  at  or  near  the  Bowen  factory ; 

(4)  that  the  defendant's  servants  (under  the  existing  circum- 
stances) did  not  use  ordinary  care  towards  the  public  in 
handling  and  running  the  train  while  it  was  approaching  and 
jMissing  over  the  crossing  at  the  time  and  place  in  question ; 

(5)  that  such  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant was  the  proximate  cause  of  plaintiff's  injury;  (6)  that  no 
want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  contributed 
to  produce  her  injury;  (7)  that  $927  will  compensate  the 
plaintiff  for  the  injuries  which  she  received.  From  the  judg- 
ment entered  thereon  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the 
defendant  for  the  amount  stated  and  costs  the  defendant  ap- 
peals. 
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The  appellant's  counsel  states  as  undisputed  facts  in  the 
case  that  at  the  time  of  respondent's  injury  Western  avenue 
in  the  city  of  Fond  du  Lac  ran  in  an  easterly  and  westerly 
direction,  and  appellant's  track  crossed  the  same  at  grade  in 
a  northerly  and  southerly  direction.  About  thirty-six  and  one- 
half  feet  west  of  appellant's  track  was  a  bridge  about  sixty 
feet  long,  which  carried  Western  avenue  over  Fond  du  Lac 
river.  At  the  east  end  of  the  bridge  and  on  the  north  side  of 
Western  avenue  there  was  a  sidewalk  running  in  a  north- 
easterly direction ;  it  then  turned  and  ran  in  an  easterly  direc- 
tion thirty-six  and  one-half  feet  to  the  west  rail  of  appellant's 
track.  About  400  feet  south  of  the  crossing  there  was  a  fac- 
tory building  called  the  Bowen  factory,  and  about  thirty-five 
feet  west  of  the  track  and  south  of  the  crossing  were  some  wil- 
low trees.  There  were  no  other  obstructions  to  the  view  south 
of  the  crossing,  except  some  telephone  poles  standing  far 
apart  The  respondent  at  the  time  of  her  injury  was  fifty 
years  of  age  and  had  lived  on  Western  avenue,  about  twa 
blocks  from  appellant's  track,  for  about  twenty  years. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Phelps  &  Watson 
and  H.  H,  Field,  attorneys,  and  C.  H.  Van  Alstine,  of  coun- 
sel, and  oral  argument  by  Mr,  Van  Alstine. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  ReUly,  Fellenz  £ 
Reilly,  attorneys,  and  Maurice  McKenna,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  M,  K.  Be  illy. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  1.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defend- 
ant negligently  and  carelessly  omitted,  while  its  train  of  cars 
was  approaching  and  crossing  Western  avenue  at  a  high  and 
dangerous  rate  of  speed,  to  ring  the  bell  and  blow  the  whistle 
as  required  by  the  statutes.  Sees.  1809,  4392,  Stats.  1898. 
The  court  charged  the  jury  to  the  effect  that  the  burden  was 
on  the  plaintiff  to  establish  such  want  of  ordinary  care  by  a 
preponderance  of  the  evidence;  and  then  charged  them  that 
there  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  from  which  it  could  be  in^ 
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ferred  that  the  train  was  being  ran  over  the  crossing  faster 
than  six  miles  an  hour.  We  must  assume,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  appeal,  that  there  was  no  excessive  speed  of  the  train. 
As  indicated  in  the  foregoing  statement,  the  jury  found  that 
the  bell  was  not  so  rung  nor  the  whistle  so  blown.  Counsel 
contend  that  such  findings  are  against  the  clear  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence.  That  seems  to  be  so ;  but  the  question 
here  presented  is  whether  there  is  evidence  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain such  findings  when  considered  in  the  most  favorable  light 
for  the  plaintiff  it  will  legitimately  bear.  Adams  v.  G.  <&  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  89  Wis.  645,  649,  62  N.  W.  525,  and  cases  there 
cited;  Fading  v.  MilwavJcee  E.  B.  &  L.  Co,  105  Wis.  480, 
81  N.  W.  861;  Renne  v.  U.  8.  L.  Co.  107  Wis.  305,  320,  83 
"N.  W.  473,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Suckow  v.  State,  122  Wis. 
156,  160,  99  N.  W.  440. 

The  plaintiff  testified  to  the  effect  that  on  the  evening  in 
question  she  knew  the  defendant's  railway  track  was  near  the 
bridge  on  Western  avenue ;  that  when  she  reached  the  middle 
of  the  bridge  she  listened  for  the  train  but  heard  nothing; 
that  after  reaching  the  east  end  of  the  bridge  and  then  going 
north  on  the  sidewalk  to  the  point  where  the  sidewalk  turned 
to  the  east,  which  point  is  described  by  other  witnesses  as  being 
thirty-six  and  one-half  feet  from  the  track,  and  after  walking 
east  a  little  way  on  that  sidewalk,  just  how  far  she  could  not 
say,  she  listened  a  second  time  for  the  train  but  "heard  no 
whistle  blown  nor  any  bell  ringing;"  and  that  her  hearing  was 
as  good  as  that  of  other  people.  At  the  time  the  train  passed 
northerly  over  Western  avenue  the  plaintiff's  witness,  Wegner, 
was  on  that  avenue  and  about  100  or  125  feet  east  of  the  train 
traveling  toward  the  train,  and  he  testified  to  the  effect  that 
he  saw  the  train  coming;  that  it  passed  over  the  avenue  while 
he  was  going  west  on  the  avenue ;  that  he  first  saw  the  head- 
light, then  the  train;  that  the  headlight  was  very  dim  and 
the  night  very  dark;  that  the  bell  was  not  rung  at  any  time 
from  the  time  he  saw  the  headlight  till  it  passed,  nor  while 
Vol.  129  —  18 
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walking  toward  the  track,  and  no  whistle  was  Uown;  and 
that  as  he  was  crossing  the  track  he  heard  the  plaintiff  moan 
on.  the  west  side  of  the  railroad  track.  It  is  claimed  <m  Ihe 
part  of  the  defendant  that  such  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  in 
respect  to  ringing  the  bell  and  blowing  the  whistle  was  nega- 
tive and  not  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as  the  testimony  of 
the  defendant's  witnesses  an  the  subject;  and  the  court  was 
requested  to  charge  the  jury  accordingly.  After  charging  the 
jury  that  they  were  "the  sole  judg^  as  to  the  credibility  of 
witnesses,"  the  court  charged  the  jury : 

"The  positive  testimony  of  one  credible  witness  to  a  fact  is 
entitled  to  more  weight  than  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses 
equally  credible  who  testify  negatively  or  to  collateral  circum- 
stances merely  persuasive  in  their  character  from  which  a  neg- 
ative may  be  inferred." 

The  law  on  the  subject  has  frequently  been  discussed  by 
this  court  and  need  not  be  here  reiterated.  Joannes  v.  Mil- 
lerd,  90  Wis.  68,  70,  71,  62  N.  W.  916;  Steinhofel  v.  C,  M. 
&  St.  P.  B.  Co.  92  Wis.  123,  129,  65  N.  W.  852;  Alft  v. 
Clintonville,  126  Wis.  334,  338,  339,  105  N.  W.  561,  and 
cases  there  cited.  As  said  in  the  opinion  and  held  by  the 
court  in  one  of  these  cases : 

"Whether  the  testimony  of  witnesses  whose  attention  was 
called  to  the  noise  of  the  train,  and  who  were  listening  to  it, 
that  they  did  not  hear  a  signal,  is  ^merely  negative  testimony' 
or  *a  mere  scintilla  of  evidenoe,'  may  be  doubted."  92  Wis. 
123, 129,  65  N.  W.  852,  853. 

We  cannot  say  that  there  was  error  in  submitting  such  ques- 
tions to  the  jury  nor  in  refusing  further  instruction  upon  the 
subject 

2.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  refused  to  direct  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  on  the  ground  of  the  plaint- 
iff's contributory  negligence.  This  is  based  upon  the  fact, 
which  seems  to  be  undisputed,  that  the  headlight  was  burning. 
Since  this  is  so,  it  is  claimed  that  there  was  a  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  failing  to  see  the  head- 
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light  before  passing  onto  or  near  the  track.  This  is  the  vital 
question  in  the  case  and  is  not  free  from  difficulty.  In  de- 
ciding it  the  situation  and  circumstances  should  be  appreci- 
ated and  the  viewpoint  of  the  several  witnesses  considered. 
The  injury  occurred  soon  after  8  o^clock  in  the  evening, 
at  a  time  when  it  was  very  dark,  and  there  were  no  street 
lights  in  the  vicinity  except  an  arc  light  286  feet  east  of  the 
track.  At  the  place  in  question  the  defendant's  track  ran  in 
J8L  northeasterly  and  southwesterly  direction  and  crossed  West- 
ern avenue,  which  ran  in  an  east  and  west  direction.  The 
width  of  that  avenue  between  the  sidewalks  was  fifty  feet 
About  thirty-six  and  one-half  feet  west  of  the  defendant's 
west  rail  was  the  east  end  of  a  bridge  about  sixty  feet  long 
which  carried  Western  avenue  over  the  Fond  du  Lac  river. 
At  the  east  end  of  that  bridge  and  on  the  north  side  of  that 
avenue  there  was  a  sidewalk  running  in  a  northeasterly  direc- 
tion and  parallel  with  the  railway  track  for  a  distance  of 
eighteen  feet  It  then  turned  and  ran  directly  east  to  the 
railway  track,  a  distance  of  thirty-six  and  one-half  feet.  That 
sidewalk  was  about  five  feet  wide,  and  the  curb  between  that 
sidewalk  and  the  street  was  about  ten  feet  wide.  In  that 
<5urb  were  three  posts,  one  fourteen  inches  in  diameter  near 
that  sidewalk  and  twenty-nine  feet  west  of  the  west  rail,  an- 
other (the  sign-post)  fourteen  feet  west  of  that  rail  and  about 
the  middle  of  that  curb,  and  another  on  the  curb  line  four- 
teen and  one-half  feet  west  of  that  rail.  There  was  another 
post  inside  the  curb  on  the  south  side  of  that  avenue  and 
thirty-nine  feet  west  of  the  rail.  About  sixty  feet  south  of 
the  north  sidewalk  over  the  bridge  and  about  thirty-five  feet 
west  of  the  track  were  some  willow  trees.  Four  of  the  wit- 
nesses who  were  either  on  the  bridge  or  west  of  it  testified 
that  they  saw  the  headlight  or  the  lighted  train  when  it  was 
at  or  near  the  Bowen  factory.  Another  witness  was  on  the 
sidewalk  on  the  south  side  of  that  avenue  and  on  a  line  with 
Oak  street  and  testified  that  he  first  saw  the  train  coming 
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around  Bowen's  plant  when  he  was  west  of  the  bridge  walk- 
ing east  on  the  south  sidewalk  of  the  avenue,  and  that  when 
the  train  passed  over  the  avenue  he  was  eight  or  ten  feet  from 
the  track.  Another  witness  who  saw  the  headlight  was  on  the 
fence  on  the  east  side  of  the  track,  and  he  got  down  and 
boarded  the  baggage  car  as  it  passed  over  that  avenue.  The 
plaintiff's  witness  (Wegner)  was  east  of  the  track  and  going 
toward  it  and  saw  the  headlight,  very  dim,  and  then  the  train, 
ahead  of  him ;  it  was  very  dark,  and  he  could  not  tell  how  near 
he  was  to  the  train  when  it  passed,  but  thought  it  was  about 
100  or  125  feet  from  him.  The  situation  indicates  that  the 
train  was  coming  partially  toward  him.  It  will  be  observed 
that  the  viewpoint  of  none  of  the  witnesses  was  the  same  or 
similar  to  that  of  the  plaintiff.  She  testified  to  the  effect  that 
she  knew  the  track  of  the  defendant  across  that  avenue  was 
there  near  the  bridge;  that  when  she  came  onto  the  bridge 
from  the  west,  feeling  of  the  railing,  she  knew  there  was  a 
railroad  there,  and  when  she  was  about  the  middle  of  the 
bridge  on  the  north  sidewalk,  as  she  thought,  she  looked  and 
listened  and  heard  nothing,  looked  south  and  neither  heard 
anything  nor  saw  anything;  that  in  passing  over  the  bridge 
her  back  was  partially  toward  the  coming  train  if  it  was  then 
in  sight;  that  when  she  reached  the  east  end  of  the  bridge 
she  turned  and  followed  the  sidewalk  in  a  northeasterly  direc- 
tion and  parallel  with  the  railway  track  for  a  distance  of 
eighteen  feet,  and  while  passing  over  that  part  of  the  side- 
walk her  back  was  directly  toward  the  coming  train ;  that  she 
then  turned  and  followed  the  sidewalk,  which  from  that  point 
to  the  track  was  thirty-six  and  one-half  feet  in  length;  that 
while  passing  over  the  same  her  back  was  partly  toward  the 
coming  train,  and  while  walking  thereon  she  looked  and  list- 
ened a  second  time ;  that  she  could  not  say  about  how  far  she 
was  from  the  railway  track  when  she  looked  a  second  time, 
because  it  was  so  dark  and  there  was  no  light  burning ;  that 
when  she  so  looked  a  second  time  she  looked  to  the  south  and 
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listened  but  heard  nothing  and  saw  no  headlight;  that  she 
walked  real  slow  because  it  was  so  dark;  that  she  could  see 
and  hear  as  well  as  other  people ;  that  when  she  looked  and 
listened  a  second  time  she  may  have  stopped  just  a  moment  to 
look  over,  but  as  to  that  she  could  not  say  exactly;  that  she 
knew  there  was  a  track  around  that  way,  but  it  was  so  dark 
she  could  not  see  anything;  could  not  say  how  far  away  from 
the  track  she  was  when  she  looked  the  second  time,  but  that  it 
was  not  very  long  until  she  was  struck 

It  appears  from  the  diagram  in  evidence  that  the  willow 
trees  mentioned  could  not  have  obstructed  the  plaintiff's  vision 
in  the  direction  of  the  train,  unless  it  was  while  she  was  on 
the  bridge  or  the  eighteen-foot  strip  of  sidewalk  mentioned, 
and  there  is  no  claim  that  she  looked  a  second  time  until  after 
she  had  passed  onto  the  strip  of  sidewalk  thirty-six  and  one- 
half  feet  long,  mentioned,  and  while  on  that  part  of  the  side- 
walk neither  the  willow  trees,  nor  the  post  south  of  the  avenue, 
mentioned,  could  have  prevented  her  from  seeing  the  head- 
light, unless  while  it  was  200  or  300  feet  southwesterly  from 
the  avenue.  If  there  was  anything  to  obstruct  her  vision  from 
seeing  the  headlight  at  any  time  while  she  was  on  that  strip 
of  sidewalk,  it  must  have  been  one  or  more  of  the  three  posts 
on  the  curb  and  near  that  sidewalk,  one  of  which  was  twenty- 
nine  feet  from  the  track  and  the  other  two  fourteen  feet  and 
fourteen  and  one-half  feet  respectively.  As  indicated,  while 
on  that  part  of  the  sidewalk  her  back  was  partly  toward  the  • 
train  coming  from  the  southwest. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  exact  di- 
rection from  which  the  train  would  approach  the  avenue. 
She  repeatedly  testified  that  when  she  looked  she  looked  to  the 
south.  If  she  looked  directly  to  the  south,  then  she  looked 
across  the  track  and  down  Oak  street,  east  of  the  railway 
track.  Neither  the  engineer  nor  the  fireman  on  the  train  saw 
the  plaintiff  when  she  was  struck  nor  before,  notwithstanding 
they  could  see  the  track  ahead  of  the  train  by  reason  of  the 
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headli^t.  None  of  the  witnesses  saw  the  plaintiff  when  she 
was  struck  nor  before,  unless  it  was  two  of  the  witnesses  who 
testified  that  between  the  place  where  they  were  on  the  bridge 
and  the  railway  track  they  observed  a  dark  object  on  the  side- 
walk, but  could  not  say  whether  it  was  moving  or  standing. 

The  question  recurs  whether  upon  the  evidence,  thus  out- 
lined, error  was  committed  by  refusing  to  direct  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff 
to  observe  the  headlight.  Of  course,  it  is  well  settled  that, 
except  when  contributory  negligence  is  disclosed  by  the  tes- 
timony on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  purely  a  matter  of 
defense,  and  the  burden  of  proving  it  is  upon  the  defendant 
Hoye  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  67  Wis.  1, 15,  29  N.  W.  646,  and 
cases  there  cited ;  Thoresen  v.  La  Crosse  City  R.  Co.  94  Wis. 
129,  133,  68  N.  W.  548;  Owen  v.  PoHage  Tel.  Co.  126  Wis. 
412,  416,  105  N.  W.  924.  Here  it  is  claimed  that  contribu- 
tory negligence  was  disclosed  by  the  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  What  constitutes  negligence  is,  generally,  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  This  is  especially  so  when  the 
standard  of  duty  is  a  shifting  one.  As  this  court  has,  in  effect, 
frequently  declared,  when  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  a 
given  case,  though  undisputed,  are  ambiguous  and  of  such  a 
nature  that  reasonable  men,  unaffected  by  bias  or  prejudice, 
may  disagree  as  to  the  inference  or  conclusion  to  be  drawn 
from  them,  then  the  case  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
TiboTshy  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co,  124  Wis.  243,  246,  247, 
102  N.  W.  549,  and  cases  there  cited.  With  some  hesitancy 
we  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  this  is  such  a  case.  The 
resxdt  is  that  we  cannot  hold,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

3.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  refused  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial.  Under  this  head  twenty-two 
exceptions  are  stated  in  addition  to  those  involved  in  the 
questions  already  considered,  and  they  consist  merely  in  re- 
ferring to  the  pages  of  the  record  where  such  exceptions  may 
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be  found.  No  grounds  are  stated,  no  propositions  argued,  and 
no  principles  of  law  discussed.  Obviously,  such  enumeration 
of  exceptions  is  not  what  is  contemplated  by  the  rules  of  this 
court  as  to  what  a  brief  should  contain.  Mere  exceptions,  not 
deemed  worthy  of  specific  consideration  by  counsel,  cannot 
be  expected  to  receive  consideration  from  this  court. 

4.  On  the  oral  argument  our  attention  was  called  to  certain 
portions  of  the  charge  wherein  the  jury  were  told : 

"By  the  term  'ordinary  care'  as  used  in  the  fourth  ques- 
tion is  meant  such  care  as  a  person  of  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
dence ordinarily  would  have  exercised  xmder  circumstances 
the  same  as  or  similar  to  those  disclosed  by  the  testimony  in 
this  case." 

And  again : 

"If  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  trainmen  in  the 
running  of  the  train  at  the  crossing  used  such  care  to  protect 
the  public  as  persons  of  ordinary  intelligence  and  prudence 
ordinarily  would  have  used  under  the  same  or  similar  circum- 
stances, your  answer  to  this  question  should  be  'Yes.'  " 

The  criticism  is  to  the  use  of  the  word  "would."  Such 
use  seems  to  have  been  expressly  sanctioned  by  this  court. 
Eanlon  v.  Milwaukee  E.  B.  &  L.  Co.  118  Wis.  210,  223,  95 
K  W.  100. 

6.  So  we  perceive  no  error  in  charging  the  jury :  "By  the 
term  'proximate  cause'  as  used  in  this  question  is  meant  the 
efficient  cause,  which  produces  the  injury  as  a  natural  and 
probable  result,"  etc.  The  criticism  is  that  after  the  words 
"eflScient  cause"  there  should  have  been  added  "that  which 
acts  first"  There  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  for  the  criti- 
cism. 

By  the  Court — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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Lewis,  Respondent,  vs.  Pbiest  and  another.  Appellants. 

September  It — October  9,  1906. 

Mortgages:  Foreclosure  sale:  Confirmation:  Inadequacy  of  price: 

Fraud. 

An  order  confirming  the  sale  of  land  upon  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage Is  held  warranted  by  the  proofs,  as  against  the  claim  of 
the  mortgagors  that  the  price  was  grossly  inadequate  and  that 
by  false  representations  they  were  induced  not  to  attempt  to 
procure  the  attendance  of  bidders. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Fond  du 
'  Lac  county:  Michael  Kiewan,  Circuit  Judge..  Affirmed. 

For  the  appellants  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
/.  M.  Gooding. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Williams,  Griswold 
&  Chadboume,  and  the  cause  was  argued  orally  by  W.  A. 
Grisvjold. 

WiNSLOW,  J.  A  detailed  statement  of  the  facts  of  the  case 
is  neither  necessary  nor  desirable.  The  appeal  is  taken  from 
an  order  confirming  the  sale  of  mortgaged  premises  upon 
foreclosure.  The  appellants,  who  were  the  mortgagors,  op- 
posed the  motion  for  confirmation  of  the  sale  on  the  groimd 
of  gross  inadequacy  of  price,  and  on  the  further  ground  that 
they  were  induced  not  to  attempt  to  procure  the  attendance 
of  bidders  at  the  sale  by  certain  false  representations  made 
to  them  by  the  respondent,  among  which  was  the  representa- 
tion that  he  had  a  purchaser  secured  who  would  bid  a  consid- 
erably larger  sum  than  the  sum  for  which  the  land  was  finally 
sold.  AflBdavits  tending  to  show  these  facts  were  submitted 
by  the  appellants,  and  counter  affidavits  were  submitted  by 
the  respondent  fully  meeting  all  the  charges  of  fraud  and  in- 
adequacy of  consideration.     Upon  the  proofs  thus  submitted 
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the  trial  court  decided  the  issue  in  favor  of  the  respondent 
and  confirmed  the  sale.  We  cannot  say  that  this  decision  was 
unwarranted  by  the  proofs;  in  fact  we  are  inclined  to  come 
to  the  same  conclusion. 

By  the  Court. — Order  affirmed. 


-Bbugeb,  Respondent,  vs.  Pbinoeton  &  St.  Marie  Mutual 
FiKE  Insurance  Company,  Appellant. 

September  It — October  0,  1906. 

(1)  Trial:  Legal  and  equitable  issues.  (2)  Evidence:  Admissions:  Con- 
clusiveness. (6)  VcVi/led  copies,  when  receivable.  (3,  5-7)  In- 
surance against  fire:  Notice  of  other  insurance:  Amount  of  re- 
covery: Instructions  to  jury:  Evidence  of  value:  Policy  incon- 
sistent with  by-laws  of  insurer. 

X.  Where  in  an  action  on  contract  facts  properly  pleadable  as  a 
defense  at  law  were  so  pleaded  and  were  also  pleaded  as  an 
equitable  counterclaim  for  rescission,  and  trial  of  the  legal  issue 
resulted  in  a  general  verdict  for  plaintiff,  there  was  no  material 
error  in  granting  a  motion  for  Judgment  on  the  verdict  before 
formally  disposing  of  the  counterclaim  by  findings  against  the 
defendant 

'2.  An  unqualified  admission  of  a  party  against  his  interest  does 
not  preclude  sending  the  issue  involved  to  the  jury  where  there 
is  credible  evidence  fairly  conflicting  therewith. 

3.  The  question  whether,  when  an  insurance  policy  was  issued,  the 
company  was  notified  of  existing  *  insurance  on  the  property, 
is  held,  on  the  evidence,  to  have  been  properly  one  for  the  jury. 

-4.  In  an  action  upon  a  fire  insurance  policy  the  court  charged  that 
in  case  plaintiff  recovered  he  was  entitled  to  recover  twelve 
nineteenths  of  the  value  of  the  house  destroyed,  but  not  to  ex- 
ceed $1,200;  three  eighths  of  the  value  of  the  furniture,  but 
not  to  exceed  $75;  two  thirds  of  the  value  of  the  wearing  ap- 
parel, but  not  to  exceed  $50,  and  the  value  of  the  provisions, 
but  not  to  exceed  $50.  There  was  no  question  that  the  limit 
of  legitimate  recovery  for  the  provisions  was  two  thirds  of 
$19.21,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  jury  allowed  a  greater 
amount  therefor.    Held,  that  the  instruction  as  to  the  provi- 
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slons  was  not  prejudicially  erroneous,  since  the  Jury  must  have 
understood  that  they  were  to  allow  only  two  thirds  of  their 
value. 

5.  Sworn  proofs  of  loss  were  received  in  evidence,  and  plaintiff 
testified  that  the  statements  therein  as  to  the  value  of  the  per- 
sonal property  destroyed  were  correct  There  was  no  objection 
to  this  evidence  on  the  groimd  that  it  was  not  directed  to 
market  value,  and  no  cross-examination  showing  that  it  was 
not  so  directed.  Held,  that  this  evidence  was  sufficient  to  take 
the  case  to  the  Jury  on  the  question  of  value. 

G.  A  verified  copy  of  a  paper  is  not  necessarily  receivable  in  evidence 
merely  because  the  original  is  beyond  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
court  There  should  be,  at  l^t,  some  fair  showing  of  efforts 
to  obtain  the  use  of  the  original,  unless  it  is  clear  that  they 
would  have  been  fruitless. 

7.  In  the  absence  of  statutory  prohibition  or  some  rule  of  public 
policy  to  the  contrary,  a  contract  of  ^insurance,  whether  made 
with  a  mutual  or  other  company,  will  prevail  over  provisions 
in  the  articles  of  organization  or  by-laws  of  the  insurer  incon- 
sistent therewith. 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Green 
Lake  county :  Chestee  A.  Fowler,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed. 

Action  to  recover  $1,375  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance.  The 
complaint  was  in  the  usual  form.  Defendant  answered  ad- 
mitting the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  policy  but  claiming 
that  it  was  void  because  the  occurrence  was  produced  by  false 
representations  of  the  plaintiflF  of  facts  material  to  the  risk, 
which  falsity  was  not  known  to  the  assurer  till  after  the  loss 
occurred.  The  answer  also  put  in  issue  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  as  to  the  interest  of  plaintiff  in  the  property ;  also 
as  to  the  amount  of  loss  sustained  and  as  to  giving  notice  of 
loss  as  required  by  the  contract  Defendant  pleaded,  par- 
ticularly, that  when  the  policy  was  applied  for  plaintiff  rep- 
resented that  the  cost  and  value  of  the  dwelling  house  was 
$1,800,  whereas  the  value  did  not  exceed  $950 ;  that  it  was 
expressly  agreed  that  defendant  should  not  be  liable  for  more 
than  two  thirds  of  the  cash  value  of  any  building  insured,, 
and  that  not  more  than  tvvo  thirds  of  the  cash  value  of  any 
building  would  be  insured  by  the  company,  which  was  well 
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known  to  the  plaintiff;  that  at  the  time  application  for  the 
insurance  was  made  plaintiff  falsely  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sented to  defendant  that  there  was  no  existing  insurance  on 
the  property,  while  in  truth  there  was  such  insurance  to  the 
amount  of  $1,200,  $700  being  on  the  dwelling  house,  $100 
on  the  household  furniture,  $26  on  beds  and  bedding,  $25  on 
family  wearing  apparel,  $25  on  provisions,  and  $325  on  other 
items,  said  insurance  being  in  the  Insurance  Company  of  the 
State  of  Illinois ;  that  no  notice  of  such  existing  insurance  was 
given  to  the  defendant,  and  that  such  circumstance  of  existing 
insurance  and  that  no  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant  ren- 
dered the  policy  void  by  its  terms.  Defendant  further  an- 
swered that  in  furtherance  of  the  fraud  attempted  as  afore- 
said, after  the  loss  occurred,  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant a  paper  wherein  he  falsely  swore  that  the  dwelling  house 
was  worth  $1,800,  whereas  it  was  only  worth  $950. 

The  facts  aforesaid  pleaded  to  defeat  the  policy  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  were  set  forth  as  a  counterclaim  for  rescis- 
sion. The  counterclaim  was  duly  replied  to.  The  jury  ren- 
dered a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Proper  mo- 
tions and  exceptions  were  taken  to  raise  the  questions  dis- 
cussed in  the  opinion. 

The  equitable  issue  raised  by  the  counterclaim,  after  the 
court  granted  plaintiff's  motion  for  judgment,  was  in  form 
closed  by  findings  of  fact  to  the  effect  that  the  allegations  of 
fraud  were  untrue ;  that  there  was  insurance  on  the  plaintiff's 
property  when  the  policy  in  question  was  taken  out,  and  that 
defendant  was  duly  informed  thereof;  that  plaintiff  repre- 
sented the  dwelling  house  to  have  cost  $1,800,  and  that  it  in 
fact  cost  that  sum.  Judgment  was  accordingly  entered  upon 
the  verdict 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Oeorge  B,  Heaney 
and  Thompson,  Thompson  &  Pinkerton,  and  oral  argument 
by  J.  (7.  Thompson. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
Perry  Niskem. 
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Mabshall,  J.  Some  complaint  is  made  respecting  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  court  disposed  of  the  cause  of  action  set  forth 
by  way  of  counterclaim  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract  of  in- 
surance. All  the  facts  in  regard  thereto  wore  properly  plead- 
able as  a  defense  at  law,  were  so  pleaded,  and  the  issues  raised 
in  respect  thereto  were  tried  and  closed  by  the  verdict  of  the 
jury.  Such  being  the  case  it  does  not  seem  necessary  to  con- 
sider any  question  as  to  the  equitable  defense. 

It  is  undisputed  that  the  contract  of  insurance,  unless  ap- 
pellant was  notified  when  it  was  made  of  the  then  existing 
insurance  on  the  property,  was  void  under  the  provisions 
thereof  on  that  subject  The  issue  as  to  that  was  submitted 
to  the  jury  by  the  court  and  the  finding  was  in  respondent's 
favor.  Appellant's  counsel  claim  that  the  evidence  is  con- 
clusive that  no  notice  of  the  existing  insurance  was  given  to 
the  company  and  therefore  that  the  verdict  should  have  been 
set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted,  as  requested. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  existing  insurance  is  substantially 
as  follows:  Respondent  applied  to  Mr.  Hardell,  secretary  of 
the  appellant,  for  insurance,  who  introduced  him  to  Mr. 
Swanke,  its  agent,  through  whom  the  policy  was  obtained. 
Both  Hardell  and  Swanke  testified,  unequivocally,  that  re- 
spondent said  to  them  that  he  had  no  insurance  on  the  prop- 
erty ;  that  there  had  been  some  but  that  it  had  run  out  Re- 
spondent when  first  examined  on  the  trial  testified  that  he  told 
such  agent  that  he  had  insurance  for  one  half  the  amount 
with  a  Mr.  Schumekosky,  through  whom  he  obtained  a  loan. 
On  redirect  examination,  later,  he  said  he  told  the  agent  that 
the  previous  insurance  had  run  out.  When  examined  imder 
sec.  4096,  Stats.  1898,  before  trial,  he  said  he  told  Hardell 
that  he  had  taken  out  insurance  but  "it  run  out,  I  don't  know 
when,"  and  he  said  to  the  agent  in  answer  to  the  question  as 
to  whether  there  was  insurance  on  the  property,  "Yes,  it  nm 
out  I  don't  know  when,  it  will  run  out  I  don't  know  when,  or 
may  have  run  out  I  don't  know  when."    One  of  respondent's 
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daughters  who  was  present  when  the  application  was  made 
testified  that  her  father  said  to  the  agent  that  he  got  $1,200 
of  insurance  through  Mr.  Schumekosky  when  the  house  was 
in  process  of  construction ;  that  he  could  not  otherwise  borrow 
money  to  finish  it ;  that  after  he  got  the  house  done  he  wanted 
it  to  be  in  the  appellant  company  when  the  other  insurance 
should  run  out.  She  further  testified  that  her  mother  ex- 
pressed surprise  at  the  charge  of  $10  for  the  policy  in  ques- 
tion, saying  that  in  the  other  company  we  just  had  $1,200 
altogether  and  had  to  pay  $18.  Another  daughter  of  respond- 
ent, testifying  on  the  subject  of  what  occurred  between  re- 
spondent and  the  agent,  said :  "Pa  said  he  has  got  insurance 
on  the  house  for  $1,200,  but  it  shall  run  out,  but  he  did  not 
know  when."  The  evidence  was  undisputed  that  the  agent 
asked  the  question  in  the  written  application  as  to  whether 
there  was  any  insurance  on  the  property,  and  that  it  was  an- 
swered, but  that  the  answer  was  not  written  down.  There 
are  some  other  minor  evidentiary  circumstances  relating  to 
the  matter,  but  none  which  materially  change  the  situation 
indicated  by  the  foregoing. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  evidence  is  far  from  being  sat- 
isfactory, but  whether  it  be  susceptible  of  conflicting  reason- 
able inferences  is  quite  another  matter.  If  it  be,  then  the 
court,  upon  familiar  principles,  properly  left  to  the  jury  the 
labor  of  drawing  the  proper  inferences. 

The  contention  of  counsel  for  appellant  that  respondent 
should  be  held  bound  by  his  admission  made  on  two  occasions 
that  he  informed  appellant's  representatives  that  the  previous 
insurance  had  run  out,  we  cannot  approve  in  face  of  the  evi- 
dence of  contrary  statements  made  by  him,  and  other  evi- 
dence somewhat  supporting  the  latter.  This  court  upon  a 
careful  consideration  of  the  matter  in  Montgomery  v.  State, 
128  Wis.  183,  107  K  W.  14,  held  that  an  unqualified  ad- 
mission of  a  party  against  his  interest  does  not  preclude  send- 
ing the  issue  involved  to  the  jury  where  there  is  credible  evi- 
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dence  fairly  conflicting  therewith.  It  is  considered  here  that 
the  decision  of  the  trial  judge,  who  saw  the  witnesses  and 
heard  their  testimony,  should  not  be  overruled  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  respondent  testified  on  the  two  occasions  when  ho 
made  the  admissions  against  his  interest  directly  in  conflict 
therewith,  and  there  is  some  indication  that  he  did  not  have  a 
very  correct  idea  of  how  to  express  past  time  as  distinguished 
from  present  or  future  time,  and  the  testimony  of  his  two 
daughters  rather  supports  the  idea  that  he  said  to  the  agent 
that  he  had  other  insurance  but  did  not  know  when  it  would 
run  out  We  will  not  discuss  this  branch  of  the  case  further. 
The  trial  court  certainly  had  a  much  better  opportunity  to 
discover  whether  conflicting  reasonable  inferences  could  be 
drawn  from  the  evidence  than  we  have.  There  is  no  such 
clear  indication  of  error  in  the  conclusion  reached  as  to  war- 
rant us  in  disturbing  it 

It  is  insisted  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  rejecting  this  re- 
quested instruction : 

,  "If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  Mr.  Bruger  told  Har- 
dell  and  Mr.  Swanke  that  the  prior  insurance  had  run  out, 
your  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant.'^ 

From  what  has  been  said  the  instruction  was  properly  re- 
jected. The  effect  of  it  was  that  respondent  should  be  held 
bound  by  his  evidence  of  statements  made  to  appellant's  rep- 
resentatives that  the  previous  insurance  had  run  out,  though 
he  may  have  made  contrary  statements  and  been  sufficiently 
supported  in  respect  thereto  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding 
that  the  agent  was  in  fact  notified  of  the  existing  insurance. 
Moreover,  it  seems  that  the  real  issue  in  respect  to  the  mat- 
ter was  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury  in  these  words : 

"Unless  you  are  satisfied  that  a  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence establishes  that  information  as  to  other  insurance  was 
given  to  Swanke,  as  claimed  by  plaintiff,  your  verdict  must 
be  for  die  defendant'' 

The  jury  must  have  understood  that  instruction  to  refer  to 
existing  insurance.    That  was  the  vital  matter,  as  the  whole 


Digitized  by 


Google 


•9]  AUGUST  TEEM,  1906.  287 

Bniger  v.  Princeton  A  St  Marie  M.  F.  Ine.  Co.  129  Wie.  281. 

irend  of  the  case  clearly  indicated.     It  must  have  been  ap- 
preciated by  the  jury  to  be  a  turning  point  in  the  cause. 

This  instruction  is  claimed  to  have  been  injuriously  mis- 
leading: 

"In  case  plaintiff  recovers  he. is  entitled  to  recover  twelve 
nineteenths  of  the  value  of  the  house  destroyed,  but  not  to  ex- 
ceed $1,200 ;  three  eighths  of  the  value  of  the  household  fur- 
niture destroyed,  but  not  to  exceed  $75;  two  thirds  of  the 
value  of  the  family  wearing  apparel  destroyed,  but  not  to 
exceed  $50,  and  the  value  of  the  provisions  destroyed,  but  not 
to  exceed  $50." 

There  was  no  question,  it  seems,  but  what  the  limit  of  legiti- 
mate recovery  for  the  provisions  destroyed  was  two  thirds  of 
-$19.21.  The  instruction  on  that  branch  of  the  case  might 
well  have  been  more  precise,  but  it  does  not  seem  that  the  jury 
-could  have  fairly  gathered  the  idea  from  what  the  court  said, 
under  all  the  circumstances,  that  only  a  proportionate  share 
•of  the  value  destroyed  as  to  all  other  property  but  the  pro- 
visions was  recoverable,  and  that  it  was  competent  to  allow 
him  the  full  value  thereof  or  of  the  part  destroyed.  It  is  con- 
sidered that  they  must  have  taken  the  instruction  as  if  it 
read,  two  thirds  of  the  value  of  the  family  wearing  apparel 
destroyed,  but  not  to  exceed  $50,  and  of  the  value  of  provis- 
ions destroyed,  not  to  exceed  $50.  There  can  be  no  reason- 
able doubt  but  what  that  is  just  the  idea  the  court  intended  to 
express  and  which  one  would  naturally  gather  from  the  whole 
instruction  on  the  subject  of  damages,  in  view  of  all  the  cir- 
-cumstances.  The  word  "of"  after  the  word  "and,'^  making 
the  instruction  read  "and  of  the  value  of  the  provisions,"  etc., 
seems  to  be  in  place  by  necessary  implication. 

We  are  unable  to  see  from  the  analysis  which  counsel  for 
-appellant  make  of  the  total  amount  found  by  the  jury,  or  from 
anything  we  can  discover,  that  the  jury  in  making  up  their 
Terdict  failed  to  allow  the  proper  amount  for  destroyed  pro- 
visions. Such  analysis  has  been  carefully  tested  by  the  record 
^th  the  result  indicated. 
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The  next  claim  made  is  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to- 
the  jury  on  the  question  of  the  value  of  the  personal  property 
destroyed.  The  sworn  proofs  of  loss  were  offered  in  evidence, 
and  respondent  testified  in  respect  to  the  statement  therein 
contained  regarding  the  values  of  the  destroyed  personal  prop- 
erty that  it  was  correct.  There  was  no  objection  to  the  com- 
petency of  this  evidence,  in  that  it  was  not  directed  to  the 
market  value,  nor  any  cross-examination  showing  that  it  was 
not  so  directed.  It  is  considered  that  such  evidence  was  proper 
for  consideration  by  the  jury  and  was  suMcient  to  carry  the 
case  thereto  on  the  subject  to  which  it  related. 

A  paper  was  produced  claimed  to  be  a  substantial  copy  of 
the  application  made  for  the  first  policy.  It  was  offered  in 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that,  therein,  respondent 
placed  the  value  of  the  house  at  $950,  whereas  when  the 
policy  in  suit  was  taken  he  represented  it  to  be  worth  $1,800. 
The  agent  who  sent  the  original  to  the  insurance  company 
testified  that  the  copy  was  correct,  except  in  some  particulars 
not  material.  There  was  no  excuse  given  for  not  producing 
such  original,  except  that  it  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  On  objection  the  paper  was  rejected.  The  claim  is 
made  that  error  was  thus  committed  and  the  ruling  in  Speiser 
V.  Phamix  Mut  L.  Ins,  Co.  119  Wis.  530,  533,  97  K  W.  207,. 
is  relied  on.  In  that  case  there  was  proof  that  the  possessor 
of  the  original  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and 
refused  to  allow  it  to  go  out  of  the  office.  A  deposition  was 
therefore  taken,  the  original  paper  being  produced,  copied, 
and  the  copy  certified  and  attached  to  the  deposition  in  lieu 
of  the  original.  Under  those  circumstances  the  court  held 
that  secondary  evidence  was  admissible.  Here,  as  has  been 
observed,  no  effort  was  made  to  obtain  the  original  paper. 
Under  the  circumstances  we  are  not  inclined  to  go  so  far  as 
to  hold  that  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  upon  the  question 
of  competency  is  so  clearly  wrong  that  it  should  be  held  erro- 
neous ;  that  a  verified  copy  of  a  paper  should,  at  all  events,  bo- 
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received  in  evidence  merely  because  the  original  is  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  better  practice  is,  in  such  cases, 
*  to  do  as  was  done  in  Speiser  v.  Phoenix  MuL  L.  Ins.  Co,, 
supra.  At  least  some  fair  showing  should  be  made  of  efforts 
to  obtain  the  use  of  the  original,  unless  it  is  clear  that  they 
would  have  been  fruitless.  For  aught  that  appears,  the  pos- 
sessor of  the  original,  upon  application,  would  have  allowed 
appellant  the  use  of  it.  Moreover,  no  reason  is  perceived  why 
evidence  could  not  as  easily  have  been  made  as  in  the  Speiser 
Case.  The  authorities  cited  there  do  not  go  so  far  as  to  clearly 
support  the  offer  of  the  copy  in  question.  In  Bonner  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  13  Wis.  677,  the  court  very  clearly  indicated  the 
necessity  for  a  much  better  foundation  for  the  reception  of 
the  secondary  evidence  than  mere  proof  of  the  original  being 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  In  Wis.  River  L.  Co.  v. 
Walker,  48  Wis.  614,  4  IST.  W.  803,  the  same  is  true.  There 
proof  was  made  of  a  demand  for  the  original  and  a  refusal 
to  produce  or  exhibit  it  In  1  Jones,  Evidence,  §  217,  it  is 
said  that  in  the  federal  court  the  secondary  evidence  is  held 
admissible  without  notice  to  produce  or  effort  to  obtain  the 
original  where  it  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  but 
it  is  said  that  other  courts  hold  othermse,  and  that  the  better 
practice  is  to  take  the  deposition  of  the  person  having  posses- 
sion of  the  original ;  that  a  copy  may  then  be  made  a  part  of 
the  deposition,  or  in  case  the  witness  refuses  to  produce  it 
secondary  evidence  may  be  given.  It  seems  that  the  safe  prac- 
tice is  along  the  lines  indicated,  though  we  do  not  now  hold 
that  an  effort  to  obtain  the  original  or  a  certified  copy  in  pro- 
ceedings to  take  a  deposition  is  absolutely  essential.  How- 
ever, as  indicated,  there  must  be  some  foundation  for  receiv- 
ing the  secondary  evidence  more  substantial  than  the  mere 
fact  that  the  original  paper  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court 

Further  error  is  claimed  because  the  court  refused  to  re- 
ceive in  evidence  a  pamphlet  claimed  to  contain  a  copy  of  the 
Vol.  129  —  19 
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articles  of  organization  and  by-laws  of  appellant,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  they  prohibited  the  company  from  insur- 
ing more  than  two  thirds  of  the  value  of  any  property  includ 
ing  the  insurance  of  other  companies.  The  articles  and  by- 
laws of  the  company  were  not  incorporated  in  the  policy  nor 
made  a  part  thereof  by  reference,  and  the  condition  in  the  con- 
tract did  not  contain  the  words  "including  the  insurance  of 
other  companies.^^  While  it  is  doubtful,  at  least,  whether 
the  offered  evidence  was  admissible,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer 
to  the  assignment  of  error  that  the  exclusion  thereof  was  not 
harmful,  since  the  rule  is  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory 
prohibition  or  some  rule  of  public  policy  to  the  contrary,  the 
contract  of  insurance,  whether  made  with  a  mutual  or  other 
<;ompany,  will  prevail  over  provisions  in  the  articles  of  or- 
ganization or  by-laws  of  the  insurer  inconsistent  therewith; 
that  the  latter  cannot  invoke  any  such  inconsistent  by-law  or 
article  to  defeat  a  policy  claim.  Ledehvhr  v.  Wis.  T.  Co.  112 
Wis.  657,  88  N.  W.  607 ;  Wuerfler  v.  Trustees  Grand  Grove 
W.  0.  D.  116  Wis.  19,  92  N.  W.  433 ;  Koerts  v.  Grand  Lodge 
Hermanns  Sons,  119  Wis.  520,  97  N.  W.  163.  In  the  last 
case  cited,  as  regards  the  efficiency  of  a  provision  of  the  or- 
ganic law  of  a  company  to  avoid  a  contract  which  was  know- 
ingly issued  in  violation  thereof,  the  court,  speaking  by  Mr. 
Justice  WiNSLOw,  said : 

"In  the  absence  of  an  absolute  statutory  prohibition,  or  a 
violation  of  public  policy,  a  mutual  benefit  society  cannot  de- 
fend on  this  ground  where  it  has  knowingly  issued  a  certifi- 
cate payable  to  such  a  beneficiary,  and  the  assured  has  fully 
performed  the  contract  on  his  part" 

There  is  no  other  question  presented  that  seems  to  require 
special  treatment.  As  said  at  the  banning,  the  manner  in 
which  the  court  disposed  of  the  equitable  issues  we  .do  not 
cleem  material,  since  it  is  in  harmony  with  the  verdict  which 
covered  the  whole  subject  involved. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Eabley,  Appellant,  vs.  Winn,  Respondent 

September  11 — October  9,  1906, 

Slander:  Evidence:  Reputation  of  plaintiff:  Hearsay:  Impeachment  of 
witness:  Express  malice:  Oross-examination:  Discretion:  Parts 
of  conversation:  Right  to  prove  whole:  Separate  slanders:  In- 
structions to  fury:  Meaning  of  words  spoken:  Court  and  jury: 
Pleading  construed:  Separate  causes  of  action:  Words  actionable 
per  se:  **Infamous  punishment,** 

1.  In  an  action  for  slander  evidence  as  to  plaintiff's  general  repu- 

tation, in  mitigation  or  partial  denial  of  damages,  most  be  con- 
fined  to  reputation  in  respect  to  the  fault  or  trait  of  character 
involved  in  the  offense  charged. 

2.  Where  the  alleged  slander  was  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff  had 

been  "whipping  her  mother/'  evidence  that  prior  to  the  slander 
plaintiff  had  a  general  reputation  for  quarreling  with  and 
llltreating  her  mother  was  admissible  on  the  question  of  dam- 
ages; but  evidence  as  to  such  reputation  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
was  wholly  inadmissible. 

3.  Evidence  in  such  a  case  of  specific  instances  of  quarrels  between 

plaintiff  and  her  mother  at  times  other  than  that  of  the  alleged 
whipping,  did  not  tend  to  prove  that  whipping;  nor  was  such 
evidence  admissible  to  show  plaintiff's  reputation  in  that  re- 
spect 

4.  EMdence  of  statements  made  to  third  persons  by  the  mother  as 

to  plaintiff's  treatment  of  her  was  hearsay  and  inadmissible. 

5.  A  witness  cannot  be  impeached  by  proof  that  he  has  made  state- 

ments contradictory  to  his  testimony,  unless  such  statements 
are  material  to  the  controversy. 

6.  A  defendant  who  uttered  a  slander  upon  his  own  authority  and 

as  of  his  own  knowledge  cannot,  in  order  to  minimize  or  defeat 
the  inference  of  express  malice,  prove  the  unsworn  statements 
of  others  or  current  rumors  injurious  to  the  plaintiff. 

7.  The  extent  to  which  cross-examination  of  witnesses  may  go  is  a 

matter  peculiarly  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court 
•S.  A  witness  for  defendant  who  had  testified  as  to  what  happened 
at  the  time  the  alleged  slander  was  uttered,  and  to  a  subse- 
quent conversation  with  certain  persons,  was  asked  on  cross- 
examination  whether  he  did  not  tell  them  that  he  knew  nothing 
of  the  occurrenca  Held,  that  the  question  was  proper  either 
as  contradicting  the  witness  or  as  a  basis  for  impeaching  testi- 
mony. 
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9.  When  one  party  gives  in  evidence  a  portion  of  a  conversation 
material  to  tlie  controversy,  the  other  party  may  give  the  whole 
thereof,  at  least  so  far  as  it  has  any  relation  to  the  portion  al- 
ready offered. 

10.  In  an  action  wherein  the  complaint  charged  at  least  two  slanders^ 

the  court  instructed  the  Jury  that  if  they  found  that  defendant 
did  not  speak  substantially  the  words  alleged  In  the  complaint 
he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  Plaintiff's  counsel  did  not  request 
any  such  modification  or  amplification  of  the  instruction  as 
would  inform  the  Jury  that  they  might  find  a  verdict  for  plaint- 
iff if  they  found  that  either  of  the  alleged  slanders  had  been 
uttered.  Whether,  in  the  absence  of  such  request,  the  instruc- 
tion given  was  so  clearly  erroneous  as  to  necessitate  a  reversal, 
is  not  determined. 

11.  Defendant  was  alleged  to  have  said  to  plaintiff  in  the  presence- 

of  others:  "Shame,  shame,  B.  W.,  whipping  your  mother!  'She 
abuses  her  mother,  and  this  isn't  the  first  time  either."  Held, 
that  these  words,  besides  asserting  that  plaintiff  had  Just  been 
whipping  her  mother,  were  capable  of  being  understood  as  as- 
serting that  there  had  been  other  like  abuse  on  previous  oc- 
casions, and  that  the  question  whether  they  had  that  meaning 
to  the  hearers  should  have  been  left  to  the  Jury. 

12.  A  complaint  alleged  the  speaking  of  certain  defamatory  words 

in  the  presence  of  certain  persons  and,  a  few  minutes  later,  at 
another  place,  the  speaking  of  other  defamatory  words,  and  that 
"said  false  and  defamatory  words  were  maliciously  spoken" 
in  the  presence  of  certain  persons  named  "and  divers  other  per- 
sons and  at  divers  other  times  and  places."  Held,  that  the 
words  last  quoted  did  not  constitute  a  charge  of  distinct  slan- 
ders at  other  times  and  places  and  to  other  persons,  and  that,  to 
warrant  the  admission  of  evidence  of  such  other  statements  as 
separate  and  independent  slanders  and  not  merely  as  bearing 
upon  the  question  of  malice,  they  should  have  been  pleaded  as 
separate  causes  of  action. 

13.  Spoken  words  falsely  charging  an  indictable  crime  involving 

moral  turpitude  or  which  would  subject  the  person  charged  to 
an  infamous  punishment  are  actionable  per  se. 

14.  Imprisonment  in  the  county  Jail  is  "an  infamous  punishment." 

within  the  meaning  of  the  above  rule,  and,  an  assault  and  bat- 
tery being  so  punishable,  spo|(en  words  falsely  charging  that 
crime  are  actionable  per  ae. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Columbia 
county :  E.  Ray  Stevens,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 
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Action  of  slander,  for  that  the  defendant  spoke  of  and  con- 
cerning the  plaintiff,  on  October  25th,  in  the  presence  of  one 
James  Lake  and  divers  other  persons,  the  following:  "We 
want  you  to  come  with  us  to  Woods'.  Something  is  wrong. 
Bertha  [meaning  this  plaintiff]  is  whipping  her  mother." 
Whereupon  the  person  addressed,  the  city  marshal,  with  the 
defendant,  repaired  to  the  plaintiff's  residence,  where  defend- 
ant said,  "Shame,  shame.  Bertha  Wood  [meaning  this  plaint- 
iff], whipping  your  mother !  She  abuses  her  mother,  and  this 
isn't  the  first  time  either.  WTiy  don't  she  come  down  and  vin- 
dicate herself  ?"  The  complaint  also  alleged  that  the  said  false 
and  defamatory  words  were  maliciously  spoken  in  the  pres- 
ence of  several  persons  named  and  divers  other  persons  at 
divers  other  times  and  places.  The  answer  denies  the  utter- 
ance of  the  libel,  and  justifies  that  at  the  time  referred  to 
plaintiff  was  in  fact  engaged  in  the  act  of  whipping  her 
mother,  and  liiat  any  statements  of  his  were  made  only  to 
persons  then  present  who  had  knowledge  of  the  fact  The 
answer  further  alleges  that  plaintiff's  mother  had  prior  there- 
to stated  to  the  defendant  that  she  was  in  danger  of  injury  at 
the  hands  of  her  daughter,  the  plaintiff,  and  had  requested 
him  to  come  to  her  aid  in  case  he  should  hear  any  disturbance 
at  the  house.  A  general  verdict  for  the  defendant  was  ren- 
dered upon  trial,  from  judgment  on  which  plaintiff  brings 
this  appeal. 

Daniel  H.  Qrady,  for  the  appellant,  argued,  among  other 
things,  that  charging  a  person  with  a  crime  punishable  by  im- 
prisonment in  the  county  jail  is  actionable  Tper  se.  Miles  v. 
Oldfield,  4  Yeates  (Pa.)  423,  2  Am.  Dec  412 ;  Miller  v. 
Parish,  8  Pick.  384;  Woodbury  v.  Thompson,  3  K  H.  194; 
Frisbie  v.  Fowler,  2  Conn.  707 ;  Andres  v,  Koppenheafer,  3 
S.  &  R  255,  8  Am.  Dec.  647 ;  HarJcer  v.  Orr,  10  Watts,  245 ; 
Smith  V.  Silence,  4  Iowa,  321,  66  Am.  Dec.  137 ;  18  Am. 
&  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  892;  Routley  v.  Harris,  18 
Ont  405;  Wilcox  v.  Edwards,  5  Blackf.  183;  Murray  v. 
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McAllister,  38  Vt.  167;  Young  v.  Miller,  3  Hill,  21;  Gudger 
V.  Penland,  108  N.  C.  693,  23  Am.  St.  R.  73 ;  Fountain  v. 
West,  23  Iowa,  9,  92  Am.  Dec.  406 ;  Burton  v.  Burton,  3 
G.  Greene,  316;  Lemons  v.  Wells,  78  Ky.  117.  Counsel  cite 
no  case  where  any  court  ever  held  that  to  charge  a  woman 
with  the  offense  of  assaulting  and  whipping  her  own  mother 
was  not  actionable  per  se.  Words  spoken  of  a  woman  may  be 
actionable,  although  the  same  words  spoken  of  a  man  might 
not  be.  Malone  v.  Stewart,  15  Ohio,  319,  45  Am.  Dec.  577; 
Alfele  V.  Wright,  17  Ohio  St  238,  93  Am.  Dec.  615 ;  Davis 
V.  Brown,  27  Ohio  St.  326,  329,  331 ;  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law  (2d  ed.)  881 ;  Hess  v.  Sparks,  44  Kan.  465 ;  Mitchell 
V.  Sharon,  51  Fed.  4:24:]  Miller  v.  Parish,  8  Pick.  384;  Brown 
V.  Nickerson,  5  Gray,  1. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  signed  by  Olin  &  But- 
ler, of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  A.  F.  Kellogg  and  /.  M. 
Olin.  They  contended,  inter  alia,  that  the  charging  of  the 
offense  of  assault  and  battery  is  not  actionable  per  se.  The 
imputation  of  an  indictable  or  punishable  offense  is  not  ac- 
tionable unless  the  offense  involves  moral  turpitude ;  the  im- 
putation of  an  offense  involving  moral  turpitude  is  not  action- 
able unless  the  offense  is  indictable ;  and  the  imputation  of  an 
offense  involving  moral  turpitude  which  is  indictable  by  stat- 
ute, though  only  a  misdemeanor,  is  actionable.  Turner  v. 
Ogden,  2  Salk.  696;  Ogden  v.  Turner,  6  Mod.  104;  Onslow 
V.  Home,  3  Wils.  177;  Holt  v.  Scholefield,  6  T.  R.  691;  2. 
Hare  &  W.  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  (5th  ed.)  97;  Skinner  v.  White, 
1  Dev.  &  Bat  Law,  471 ;  Brooker  v.  Coffin,  5  Johns.  189 ; 
Van  Ness  v.  Hamilton,  19  Johns.  349 ;  Widrig  v.  Oyer,  13 
Johns.  124;  Young  v.  Miller,  3  Hill,  21;  Anonymous,  60 
N.  Y.  262;  Case  v.  Buckley,  15  Wend.  327;  Bissellv.  Cor- 
nell, 24  Wend.  354 ;  Crawford  v.  Wilson,  4  Barb.  504,  510 ; 
Quinn  v.  O'Gara,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  388 ;  Baxter  v.  Mohr,  76 
N.  Y.  Supp.  982 ;  Andres  v.  Koppenheafer,  3  S.  &  R.  255 ; 
Beck  V.  Stitzel,  21  Pa.  St.  522 ;  Gosling  v.  Morgan,  32  Pa. 
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St  273 ;  Hillhouse  v.  Peck,  2  Stew.  &  P.  395 ;  Dudley  v. 
Horn,  21  Ala.  879 ;  Berdeaux  v.  Davis,  58  Ala.  611 ;  Billings 
V.  Wing,  7  Vt  439 ;  Redway  v.  Gray,  31  Vt  292 ;  Underhill 
V.  Welton,  32  Vt  40;  Murray  v.  McAllister,  38  Vt  167; 
Kimmis  v.  Styles,  44  Vt  351,  354 ;  McCuen  v.  Ludlum,  17 
K  J.  Law,  12;  Hollingsworth  v.  Shaw,  19  Ohio  St  430; 
Hayner  v.  Cowden,  27  Ohio  St  292,  296 ;  Mills  v.  Wimp,  10 
B.  Mon.  417;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Sneed,  473;  Kinney  v. 
Rosea,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  77;  Taylor  v.  Kneeland,  1  Doug.  67, 
72 ;  McCarty  v.  Barrett,  12  Minn.  494,  495 ;  Burton  v.  Bur- 
ton, 3  G.  Greene,  316 ;  Harrington  v.  Miles,  11  Kan.  480 ; 
Hansbrough  v.  Stinnett,  25  Grat  495,  498 ;  Hoag  v.  Hatch, 
23  Conn.  585 ;  Giddens  v.  Mirk,  4  Ga.  364,  368 ;  Speaker  v. 
McEenzie,  26  Mo.  255;  Cobum  v.  Harwood,  Minor  (Ala.) 
93, 12  Am.  Dec.  37,  and  note;  Pollard  v.  Lyon,  91  U.  S.  225 ; 
Montgomery  v.  Deeley,  3  Wis.  709,  712 ;  Ranger  v.  Goodrich, 

17  Wis.  78;  K v.  H ,  20  Wis.  239;  Fitter  v,  Dau- 

termann,  26  Wis.  518,  520 ;  S.  C.  28  Wis.  134,  136 ;  Mayer  v. 
Schleichter,  29  Wis.  646;  Robertson  v.  Edelstein,  104  Wis. 
440.  If  it  is  actionable  per  se  to  falsely  charge  orally  the 
offense  set  forth  in  the  complaint  in  this  action,  then  it  is 
equally  actionable  per  se  to  falsely  charge  orally  any  one  of 
the  many  petty  offenses  punishable  under  our  statutes  by  fine 
or  imprisonment  or  by  both. 

Dodge,  J.  The  exceptions  reserved  and  the  assignments 
of  error  predicated  thereon  are  very  numerous,  and  many  of 
them  will  be  found  unnecessary  of  consideration.  An  at- 
tempt will  be  made,  as  far  as  possible,  to  summarize  those 
which  present  questions  relevant  to  the  integrity  of  the  judg- 
ment, or  likely  to  arise  upon  another  trial. 

1.  Several  assignments  of  error  rest  upon  admission  of  evi- 
dence of  a  general  reputation  of  the  plaintiff  for  quarreling 
with  and  illtreating  her  mother  before  the  utterance  of  the 
slander,  of  which  the  only  actionable  words  charged  the  of- 
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fense  of  "whipping"  her.  The  law  is  well  settled  elsewhere 
and  in  Wisconsin  that  in  any  attempt  to  prove  reputation, 
other  than  generals  reputation,  in  mitigation,  or,  to  speak 
more  accurately,  in  partial  denial,  of  damages,  the  proof 
must  be  confined  to  reputation  in  respect  to  the  fault  or  trait 

of  character  involved  in  the  offense  charged.  B v.  I , 

22  Wis.  372;  Wilson  v.  Noonan,  27  Wis.  598;  Wilson  v. 
Young,  31  Wis.  574,  578;  Kimball  v.  Fernandez,  41  Wis. 
329 ;  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  1100.  Thus, 
under  charge  of  fornication,  reputation  for  general  imchas- 
tity,  and,  under  charge  of  accepting  money  to  influence  ac- 
tion as  a  state  senator,  bad  reputation  for  official  honesty  and 
integrity,  were  held  admissible.  The  Wisconsin  cases  de- 
clare that  the  reputation  must  relate  to  the  very  fault  or 
offense  charged  in  the  libel  or  slander,  although  text-writers 
use  the  expression  "trait  of  character  involved."  It  is  plain 
from  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses  that  they  knew  of 
no  reputation  for  physical  abuse,  such  as  whipping,  but  had 
heard  that  the  mother  complained  that  plaintiff  was  no 
daughter  to  her;  that  she  (the  mother)  was  nothing  in  the 
house.  Doubtless  the  same  attribute  of  character  involved  in 
any  illtreatment  is  also  involved  in  an  assault  or  whipping, 
but  it  may  well  be  argued  that  other  traits,  differing  not  only 
in  degree  or  intensity  but  in  kind,  are  to  be  found  in  the  lat- 
ter. Illustrations  from  the  authorities,  however,  seem  to 
bring  the  objected  evidence  within  the  rule.  Thus,  under 
charge  of  perjury,  a  generally  bad  reputation  for  truth  and 
veracity  has  been  sustained  (Moyer  v,  Moyer,  49  Pa.  St. 
210)  ;  also,  under  charge  of  adultery,  general  reputation  for 
licentiousness  and  unchastity,  though  fornication  not  crim- 
inal {Bridgman  v,  Hopkins,  34  Vt  532)  ;  under  charge  of 
larceny,  general  reputation  for  want  of  honesty  and  integrity 
(Warner  v.  Lockerhy,  31  Minn.  421,  18  K  W.  145,  821)  ; 
charge  of  embezzlement  by  jockey  of  horses'  winnings  jus- 
tilled  general  reputation  for  want  of  integrity  in  accounting 
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to  employers  for  the  earnings  of  their  horses  (Ftnley  v.  Wid- 
tier,  112  Mich.  230).  Illustrations  of  reputation  excluded 
as  not  presenting  the  same  traits  of  character  are  Cole  v. 
Perry,  8  Cow.  214;  Dillard  v.  Collins,  25  Grat.  343.  We 
'  <3onclude,  with  some  hesitation,  that  no  error  was  committed 
in  admitting  against  plaintiff  the  evidence  of  a  general  repu- 
tation for  quarreling  with  and  illtreating  her  mother. 

2.  The  evidence  of  reputation  was  not  confined  to  a  period 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  alleged  slander,  but,  in  large  part, 
was  in  response  to  questions  which  apparently  related  to  the 
time  of  trial.  Later  some  of  the  witnesses  were  recalled  and 
testified  again  to  the  existence  of  bad  reputation  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  slander,  but  this  left  standing  the  testimony  of 
numerous  witnesses  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  the  plaint- 
iff's reputation  was  bad  for  quarreling  with  and  illtreating 
her  mother.  Of  course  such  testimony  was  wholly-  inadmis- 
sible, and  probably  highly  prejudicial  as  vilification  and 
abuse  of  the  plaintiff,  and  perhaps,  also,  inclining  the  jurors' 
minds  to  belief  in  the  truth  of  the*  alleged  slander.  There  is 
some  question  whether  the  objections  were  such  as  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  court  to  the  vice  now  criticised  by  the  appel- 
lant. We  shall  content  ourselves  with  the  above  expression 
of  views  as  to  the  propriety  of  such  evidence,  and  presume 
the  question  will  not  present  itself  again.  In  the  same  con- 
nection an  instruction  was  requested  and  refused  that  only 
the  reputation  prior  to  the  slander  could  be  considered  upon 
the  question  of  damages.  This,  or  some  equivalent  for  it, 
should  certainly  have  been  given,  but  no  reversal  can  be  predi- 
cated upon  this  refusal,  since  the  jury  found  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion to  exist;  hence  no  failure  to  instruct  them  as  to  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  could  be  prejudicial. 

3.  Error  is  assigned  upon  admission  of  proof  of  specific  in- 
stances of  verbal  quarrels  between  the  plaintiff  and  her 
mother:  on  one  occasion,  about  six  hours  before  the  time  of 
the  alleged  whipping  set  up  in  the  answer;  on  another,  by 
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the  testimony  of  a  witness  to  the  entire  period  from  the  pre- 
ceding noon  until  the  time  of  such  supposed  whipping  at  mid- 
night; and  again,  the  testimony  of  the  mother  herself,  gen- 
erally to  the  effect  that  there  had  been  a  good  deal  of  trouble 
in  the  family  within  the  last  three  years,  and  that  people  ' 
had  overheard  quarrels  and  disturbances  frequently,  and  that 
plaintiff  had  been,  when  in  anger,  loud  and  quarrelsome. 
This  evidence  had  no  bearing  whatever  on  the  question 
whether  plaintiff  did  in  fact  whip  her  mother  at  the  specific 
time  alleged,  except,  possibly,  some  of  the  testimony  of  Wools- 
ton,  confined  to  the  time  of  the  alleged  assault.  The  fact  that 
high  words  and  jangling  were  heard  twelve  hours  before  or 
six  hours  before  certainly  could  not  have  tendency  to  prove 
the  fact  of  physical  assault  at  the  time  in  question.  The  only 
other  issue  presented  by  the  defense  was  that  of  the  plaintiff's 
reputation,  and  no  rule  is  better  settled  than  that  specific  in- 
stances, even  of  the  same  acts  as  those  charged  in  the  slander, 
cannot  be  proved  to  establish  that  issue.  Muetze  v.  Tvieur, 
77' Wis.  236,  46  N.  W.  1^3;  Mahoney  v.  Belford,  132  Mass. 
393.  We  can  conceive  no  justification  for  the  admission  of 
this  evidence,  and  its  prejudicial  effect,  in  tending  generally 
to  vilify  and  discredit  plaintiff  before  the  jury,  is  so  entirely 
obvious  that  we  cannot  doubt  that  in  its  admission  prejudicial 
error  was  committed  for  which  the  judgment  must  be  re- 
versed. 

4.  Error  is  assigned  upon  the  admission  of  hearsay  evi- 
dence, specially  the  testimony  of  others  as  to  statements  made 
to  them  by  Mrs.  Wood,  the  plaintiff's  mother.  Illustrations 
are:  The  testimony  of  the  defendant  that  she  said  to  him, 
"My  life  is  not  safe  down  there,  the  way  I  am  treated."  And 
again,  that  after  the  slander  she  said  to  him,  on  one  occasion, 
that  she  was  not  allowed  to  eat  at  the  table  with  them;  that 
she  was  treated  like  a  dog,  and  that  Bertha  had  taken  up  the 
very  treatment  of  her  that  her  father  had  been  using  for 
years.    Also  testimony  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lake  that  after  the 
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slander  Mrs.  Wood  said  to  them  that  she  could  hardly  live 
with  Bertha  (plaintiff)  and  the  rest  of  them,  and  that  she 
also  referred  to  the  night  in  question  as  "that  night  after  I 
got  the  pounding."  "(lot  that  awful  pounding,  she  said." 
It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  any  more  improper  or  prejudicial 
testimony  than  this.  The  plaintiff's  witnesses,  including  Mrs. 
Wood,  had  all  testified  that  there  was  no  whipping,  striking, 
or  assault  on  the  night  in  question,  and  the  last  quotation 
from  Mrs.  Wood  tended  directly  to  establish  defendant's  jus- 
tification that  there  was,  by  conveying  to  the  jury  the  idea 
that  she  had  stated  that  there  was  pounding  that  night  Being 
hearsay,  it  was  excluded  by  the  most  elementary  rules  of  evi- 
dence. O'Toole  V.  State,  105  Wis.  18,  80  N.  W.  915 ;  KoepJce 
V.  Milwaukee,  112  Wis.  475,  88  N.  W.  238.  Apparently  this 
testimony  was  offered  as  impeaching  Mrs.  Wood,  but  it  suf- 
fices to  say  that  the  reference  to  receiving  a  pounding  on  the 
night,  in  question  was  admitted  without  laying  any  founda- 
tion by  asking  Mrs.  Wood  whether  she  had  made  the  state- 
ment or  not  As  to  the  other  three  statements,  some  attempt 
at  foimdation  was  made,  but  one  of  the  elementary  qualifica- 
tions of  the  right  to  prove  statements  made  by  a  witness  con- 
tradictory to  her  cross-examination  is  that  such  statements 
must  be  material  to  the  controversy.  Barton  v.  Brvley,  119 
Wis.  326,  327,  96  N.  W.  815.  The  issues,  as  already  stated, 
were  whether  the  plaintiff  did  whip  her  mother  on  the  night 
of  October  25th,  and  whether  she  had  a  general  reputation 
in  the  community  for  such  acts  prior  to  the  slander.  It  is,  of 
course,  obvious  that  none  of  Mrs.  Wood's  statements  above 
quoted,  except  the  last,  could  be  in  any  wise  material  to  either 
of  those  issues.  This  assignment  of  error  must  therefore  be 
sustained,  and,  since  the  prejudice  to  the  plaintiff  is  very  ob- 
vious, is  ground  of  reversal. 

5.  A  question  is  presented  which,  though  not  argued,  is 
perhaps  important  upon  another  trial,  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  the  first  of  these  statements  as  bearing  on  the  defendant's 
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express  malice.  He  testified,  over  objection  at  all  points,  that 
some  time  before  the  25th  of  October  Mrs.  Wood,  plaintiff's 
mother,  had  said  to  him,  "If  you  hear  any  noise  or  rumpus 
down  there,  I  wish  you  would  investigate ;  my  life  isn't  safe 
down  there,  the  way  I  am  treated ;"  also  that  he  went  to  the 
plaintiff's  house  on  account  of  that  request  on  the  evening  of 
the  25th  because  one  James  Lake  reported  some  trouble  that 
he  (Lake)  thought  was  in  progress.  The  answer  sets  forth 
that  prior  to  the  alleged  whipping  Mrs.  Wood  had  given  some 
such  information  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  only  reason 
of  his  going  to  the  house  was  to  aid  Mrs.  Wood,  and  that  he 
said  nothing  to  anybody  about  such  whipping,  or  what  he 
had  seen,  except  pursuant  to  rendering  aid  to  Mrs.  Wood. 
The  answer  elsewhere  denied,  as  did  the  witness  on  the  stand, 
that  he  had  ever  told  any  one  that  plaintiff  whipped,  or  that 
she  was  whipping,  her  mother. 

While  it  must  be  conceded  that  this  is  a  very  inadequate 
pleading  of  previous  circumstances  tending  to  show  absence 
of  express  malice  in  the  defendant  by  inducing  him  to  believe 
that  plaintiff  did  whip  her  mother  on  the  night  of  the  25th 
of  October,  or  indeed  at  any  other  time,  we  have  been  led  to 
examine  the  question  whether,  if  sufficiently  pleaded,  such  a 
statement  would  be  admissible. 

The  weight  of  authority,  with  some  confusion,  is  in  favor 
of  the  proposition  that  the  defendant  may  give  in  evidence, 
to  show  his  belief  in  the  truth  of  the  statements  made  by  him, 
and  thus  in  some  degree  to  refute  the  inference  of  express 
malice,  such  facts  and  circumstances  as  were  within  his 
knowledge  tending  to  arouse  such  belief.  In  immediate  con- 
nection with  this  doctrine  are  a  multitude  of  rather  ill-con- 
sidered cases  upon  the  question  how  far  he  can  prove  rumors, 
reports,  or  statements  which  have  come  to  his  knowledge,  and 
which,  of  course,  would  ordinarily  be  excluded  as  mere  hear- 
say. Such  reports  and  rumors  have  been  offered  and  dis- 
cussed as  affecting  two  issues  usually  present  in  cases  of  slan- 
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der  and  libel :  first,  as  bearing  upon  the  pre-existing  general 
reputation  of  the  plaintiff  and  thus  tending,  not  to  mitigate 
damages,  but  to  disprove,  in  some  degree,  the  amoimt  of  dam- 
ages actually  suffered;  and,  secondly,  to  show  reason  for  a 
belief  by  the  defendant  in  the  facts  which  he  states  and  thus 
acquit  him  of  uttering  intentional  falsehood,  and  thus  miti- 
gate exemplary  damages.  Of  course,  a  statement  such  as  this 
from  Mrs.  Wood  could  have  no  bearing  upon  plaintiff's  gen- 
eral reputation.  But  if  she  had  stated  categorically  to  de- 
fendant that  plaintiff  had  whipped  her,  could  defendant  offer 
it  in  disproof  of  his  malice  in  stating,  as  of  his  own  knowl- 
edge, such  fact?  For  such  a  proposition  we  have  succeeded 
in  finding  no  direct  authority,  except  the  declaration  above 
mentioned,  that  defendant  may  prove  facts  and  circum- 
stances, though  in  some  cases,  apparently,  the  distinction  be- 
tween facts  of  a  witness's  6wn  knowledge  and  reports  and 
hearsay  is  not  noticed.  Other  cases  have  held  that  where  the 
slander  or  libel  on  its  face  stated  something  as  said  by  others, 
or  declared  by  common  rumor,  the  defendant  might  prove,, 
not  the  defamatory  fact,  but  the  report  of  it,  since  that  was 
the  matter  which  he  had  asserted,  not  as  defense,  but  as  tend- 
ing  to  refute  his  express  malice.  Kennedy  v.  Gregory,  1  Bin. 
85;  Orth  v.  Featherly,  87  Mich.  315,  320,  49  K  W.  640^ 
Fowler  v.  Fowler,  113  Mich.  575,  71  N.  W.  1084;  Lewis  v. 
Humphries,  64  Mo.  App.  466 ;  Eviston  v.  Cramer,  54  Wis. 
220,  11  N.  W.  556.  That  distinction  has  been  applied  most 
commonly  to  newspaper  publications,  made  upon  the  faith  of 
either  investigation  or  information,  or  of  other  similar  pub- 
lications. Grenerally,  however,  it  is  said  it  is  no  defense  that 
the  speaker  did  not  originate  the  scandal,  but  heard  it  from 
another,  even  though  it  was  a  mere  current  rumor  and  he  in 
good  faith  believed  it  to  be  true.  Newell,  Libel  &  S.  (2d  ed.) 
350.  The  inadmissibility  of  rumors  or  reports  to  establish 
plaintiff's  belief  in  the  truth  of  his  statement  has  been  de- 
clared in  many  cases.     Thompson  v.  Bowers,  1  Doug.  321 ;. 
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Bodwell  V.  Swan,  3  Pick.  376,  378 ;  Wolcott  v.  Hall,  6  Mass. 
514:;  Peterson  v.  Morgan,  116  Mass.  360 ;  Treat  v.  Browning, 
4  Conn.  408 ;  Matson  v.  Buck,  5  Cow.  499 ;  Inman  v.  Foster, 
8  Wend.  602;  Hlasatel  v.  Hojfman,  204  IlL  532,  68  N.  E. 
400;  SicJcra  v.  Small,  87  Me.  493,  33  Atl.  9.  The  subject 
first  received  consideration  in  Wisconsin  in  Hashins  v.  LumS" 
den,  10  Wis.  359,  where  it  was  held  in  an  action  of  libel  that 
the  defendant  could  not  prove  rumors  or  reports  or  informa- 
tion derived  from  credible  sources.  The  court  first  pointed 
out  the  inapplicability  of  such  hearsay  under  the  rule  ad- 
mitting proof  of  facts  and  circumstances  naturally  inducing 
a  belief  in  the  truth.  Many  authorities  were  there  consid- 
ered, and  it  was  pointed  out  that  some  of  them  supported  only 
the  admissibility  of  such  general  rumors  and  reports  as  far 
as  relevant  to  plaintiff's  reputation ;  others  authorized  proof 
of  acts  of  the  plaintiff  himself  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendant;  and  a  distinction  was  also  drawn  between  cases 
where  the  defendant  had  asserted  the  derogatory  facts  as  of 
his  own  knowledge,  instead  of  making  it  expressly  and  de- 
claredly upon  the  authority  of  another's  statement  It  was 
said  that  none  of  the  authorities  went  to  the  extent  of  ad- 
mitting such  evidence  as  was  there  offered  which  was  not 
within  either  of  these  three  reasons,  and  it  was  held  inad- 
missible. Thus  it  seems  that,  in  a  somewhat  controverted 
field  of  authority,  this  court  at  an  early  day  adopted  the  view, 
then  as  now  well  sustained  by  the  weight  of  authority,  that 
mere  hearsay  by  the  way  of  rumor,  report,  or  information 
could  not  be  proved  to  establish  defendant's  belief  in  the 
truth  of  a  nonprivileged  statement  made  by  him  as  of  his 
own  knowledge.  Such  conclusion  has  never  been  departed 
from,  and  the  case  of  Hashins  v.  Lumsden,  supra,  has  often 
been  cited  as  authority,  although  not  very  exactly  upon  this 
point,  and  in  both  Eviston  v.  Cramer,  54  Wis.  220,  11  N.  W. 
556,  and  Delaney  v.  Eaetel,  81  Wis.  353,  51  N.  W.  559,  it 
is  referred  to  as  authority  for  the  distinction  between  a  state- 
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ment  by  defendant  as  of  his  own  knowledge  and  a  statement 
of  what  has  been  charged  by  others  or  by  common  rumor. 

Nothing  is  more  elementary  in  the  law  than  that  informa- 
tion prejudicial  to  either  party  shall  be  given  to  the  jury  only 
by  the  sworn  testimony  of  him  who  knows,  and  it  is  matter 
of  common  knowledge  that,  however  inadmissible  any  evi- 
dence or  a  piece  of  hearsay  testimony  may  be,  and  however 
carefully  a  court  may  endeavor  to  instruct  the  jury  against 
giving  it  any  weight  as  tending  to  prove  the  fact  alleged  in 
the  hearsay,  such  evidence  unavoidably  does  have  weight; 
and  if  the  statement  made  is  prejudicial  to  a  party  it  may 
often  turn  the  scale  against  him  in  the  verdict  It  is,  there- 
fore, the  policy  of  the  law  to  exclude  such  hearsay,  except 
where  it  is  unavoidably  admitted  to  .prove  some  other  fact. 
Courts  may  well  hesitate  between  the  interest  of  a  defendant 
to  let  a  jury  know  that  somebody  else  had  told  him  the  fact 
which  he  had  published  against  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to 
show  his  good  faith  in  repeating  the  charge,  and  the  great 
detriment  to  the  plaintiff  from  having  such  unsworn  state- 
ments placed  before  the  jury;  for  if  that  were  to  be,  it  might 
often  subject  an  entirely  innocent  plaintiff  to  having  the  loos- 
est and  most  irresponsible  calumnies  published  to  the  world 
against  him,  and  the  jury  prejudiced  unfavo;rably.  In  Bod- 
well  V,  Swan,  3  Pick.  376,  it  is  said : 

"These  very  stories  may  have  originated  in  slander,  and 
character  could  not  be  protected  if  Sie  third  or  fourth  cir- 
culator should  be  able  to  defend  himself  or  reduce  the  dam- 
ages because  he  only  gave  more  publicity  and  added  the 
weight  of  his  character  to  calumny  which  had  been  originated 
by  others.'* 

Again,  in  Wolcott  v.  Hall,  6  Mass.  514,  518,  by  Pab- 
soNs,  0.  J. : 

"The  evidence  of  such  reports  would  therefore  be  extremely 
oppressive  to  the  plaintiff,  and  would  encourage  slander  in 
the  country  by  leading  people  to  suppose  that  they  were  ex- 
cusable in  relating  scandal  if  they  were  not  the  authors  of  it. 
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.  .  .  And  if  such  reports  could  be  given  in  evidence  the  sub- 
ject  of  them,  however  innocent,  instead  of  seeking  redress 
from  the  laws,  had  better  sink  privately  under  the  weight  of 
unmerited  calumny,  lest  by  attempting  his  justification  he 
should  give  notoriety  to  slanders  which  had  before  been  cir- 
culated only  in  whispers." 

In  Inman  v.  Foster^  8  Wend.  602,  608,  Savage,  C.  J".^ 
urges : 

"Although  such  evidence  may  tend  to  diminish  the  malice, 
yet  it  does  not  disprove  it,  and  the  effect  it  is  calculated  to 
produce  on  the  plaintiff  is  to  render  his  character  suspicious^ 
Its  tendency  is,  if  not  to  prove  the  truth,  yet  to  create  sus- 
picions of  the  plaintiff's  guilt,  when  the  defendant  dare  not 
attempt  to  prove  it,  and  therefore  such  testimony  is  inadmis- 
sible." 

In  Treat  v.  Browning,  4  Conn.  408,  417,  Hosmer,  C.  J.^ 
in  commenting  on  the  injuries  to  the  plaintiff,  said : 

"It  is  by  far  more  just  that  the  defendant,  Catharine,  who 
made  an  unqualified  charge  on  the  plaintiff,  by  a  direct  af- 
firmation, and  on  her  own  personal  credit,  tiius  virtually 
assuming  the  responsibility  of  it,  should,  as  was  very  expres- 
sively said  by  Chief  Justice  Gibbs,  'be  answerable  for  the 
full  measure  of  her  slander.^  " 

These  reasons,  and  others  like  them,  appeal  to  us  with  great 
force,  and  persuade  us  that  we  should  adhere  to  the  view 
adopted  by  this  court  in  Raskins  v.  Lumsden,  supra,  in  hold- 
ing that  one  who  utters  a  slander  upon  his  own  authority  and 
as  of  his  own  knowledge  cannot,  in  order  to  minimize  or  de- 
feat the  inference  of  express  malice,  offer  the  unsworn  state- 
ments of  others  or  current  rumors  injurious  to  the  plaintiff. 
As  a  result,  we  must  hold  that  the  statement  of  Mrs.  Wood 
to  the  defendant  should  not  have  been  admitted  in  evidence. 

6.  Error  is  assigned  upon  denial  of  privilege  of  cross- 
examination  of  certain  of  defendant's  witnesses.  We  are  im- 
pressed by  the  contrast  between  the  restrictions  which  were 
imposed  upon  the  plaintiff  in  this  field  and  the  wide  liberality 
accorded  the  defendant  in  cross-examining  the  plaintiff's  wit- 
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nesses.  The  subject  is,  however,  peculiarly  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  trial  court,  and  it  is  seldom  that  the  appellate 
court  can  be  convinced  that  discretion  is  so  abused  as  to  fur- 
nish ground  of  reversal. 

Defendant's  witness  Woolston,  who  gave  testimony  to  the 
occasion  on  the  night  of  October  26th,  when  it  was  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff  that  certain  of  the  slanders  were  uttered,  and 
by  the  defendant  that  an  assault  and  whipping  took  place, 
was  asked  the  question  whether  he  did  not  tell  certain  per- 
sons that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  occurrence.  Objection  was 
sustained.  It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that,  just 
before,  the  same  witness  had  been  testifying  to  a  conversation 
with  certain  persons,  and  apparently  this  question  referred 
to  the  same  one.  If  that  were  the  fair  understanding  of  it, 
so  that  the  occasion  was  fully  identified  to  the  witness,  this 
question  was  entirely  legitimate,  either  as  contradicting  the 
witness  or  as  basis  for  impeaching  testimony.  There  may  be 
some  doubt,  however,  as  to  whether  the  occasion  was  so  clearly 
defined,  although  the  obj.ection  was  not  made  on  that  ground. 
We  think,  also,  that  the  restrictions  placed  upon  cross-exami- 
nation of  the  defendant's  witness  Robinson,  in  an  attempt  to 
show  his  partiality  and  willingness  to.  aid  the  plaintiff  and 
not  the  defendant,  and  in  preventing  him  from  identifying 
a  certain  newspaper  publication,  apparently  as  preliminary 
to  some  showing  that  he  was  responsible  for  the  information 
there  published,  were  at  least  an  extreme  exercise  of  the 
court's  discretion  in  that  field;  but  we  are  not  prepared  to 
say  that  such  discretion  was  so  overstepped  that  we  should 
find  ground  of  reversaL 

7.  Defendant  having  been  allowed  to  give  testimony  of  a 
witness  who  overheard  part  of  a  conversation  between  the 
plaintiff  and  her  mother  after  the  slander,  in  which  the 
mother  exclaimed  "You  are  hounding  me  to  death,^'  which 
was  claimed  to  refer  to  some  coercion  of  her  into  giving  testi- 
mony, the  plaintiff  was  recalled  and  asked  to  state  other  things 
Vol.  129  —  20 
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that  were  said  in  that  conversation  as  explanatory  of  the  por- 
tion above  mentioned,  which  she  did,  but  which,  upon  ob- 
jection by  defendant,  was  stricken  out  The  testimony  so 
stricken  out  tended  directly  to  explain  the  mother's  exclama- 
tion and  to  show  that  it  was  in  response  to  a  not  improper 
insistence  that  the  mother  ought  to  go  to  court  and  testify  as 
to  what  took  place  on  the  occasion  of  the  alleged  whipping. 
It  is  a  rule  of  evidence  fully  established  and  resting  in  reason, 
that,  when  one  party  gives  in  evidence  a  portion  of  a  con- 
versation material  to  the  controversy,  the  other  party  may 
give  the  whole  thereof,  at  least  so  far  as  it  has  any  relation 
to  the  portion  already  offered.  Smith  v,  Milwaukee  E.  R, 
&  L.  Co.  127  Wis.  253,  106  N.  W.  829.  This  exclusion  of 
the  plaintiff  from  explaining  the  conversation  might  well 
have  prejudiced  her  before  the  jury,  and  we  must  hold  was 
error. 

8.  Error  is  assigned  upon  an  instruction  to  the  jury: 

"If  you  find  that  the  defendant  did  not  speak  substantially 
the  words  alleged  in  the  complaint,  then  the  defe!ridant  is  en- 
titled to  a  verdict  at  your  hands." 

This  is  complained  of  because  it  did  not  inform  the  jury 
that  they  might  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  if  they  foimd 
any  of  the  words  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  sub- 
stantially proved.  Doubtless  such  is  the  law.  Kloths  v.  Hess, 
126  Wis.  587,  591,  106  K  W.  251.  In  the  complaint  before 
us  at  least  two  slanders  are  charged.  One,  the  assertion  that 
plaintiff  was  whipping  her  mother,  made  by  the  defendant 
to  the  village  marshal,  and,  a  few  minutes  later,  his  exclama- 
tion in  the  presence  of  several  people  at  the  house  of  the 
plaintiff,  "Shame,  shame,  Bertha  Wood,  whipping  your 
mother  I  She  abuses  her  mother,  and  this  isn't  the  first  time 
either."  Of  course,  if  the  jury  found  either  of  these  utter- 
ances to  be  proved,  they  could  not  find  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant in  absence  of  justification.    Hence  the  instruction  is 
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open  to  the  criticism  now  urged.  However,  as  that  criticism 
is  based  upon  mere  absence  of  amplification  of  the  idea  con- 
veyed, doubtless  the  plaintiff's  counsel  should  have  chall«ige4 
the  court's  attention  and  requested  such  amplification  or  mod- 
ification as  would  convey  the  correct  idea  to  the  jury.  We 
shall  not  decide  whether,  in  the  absence  of  such  request,  this 
instruction  was  so  clearly  error  as  to  necessitate  a  reversal 
upon  that  ground. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  if  they  found  that  the 
plaintiff  did  whip  her  mother  on  the  occasion  mentioned  on 
October  26,  1902,  they  should  find  for  the  defendant.  The 
justification  in  the  answer  extended  only  to  this  single  occa- 
sion- The  words  alleged  to  have  been  uttered  at  the  plaintiff's 
house,  and  of  which  some  proof  was  offered,  were,  ^'Shame, 
shame.  Bertha  Woodj  whipping  your  mother !  She  abuses  her 
mother,  and  this  isn't  the  first  time  either.  Why  don't  she 
come  down  and  vindicate  herself  ?"  It  is  .claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  that  the  words  "she  abuses  her  mother,  and  this  isn't 
the  first  time  either,"  are  capable  of  being  understood  by  the 
hearers  as  charging  that  at  other  times  she  had  been  guilty  of 
such  whippings ;  hence,  that  mere  proof  of  an  act  of  whipping 
on  October  25th  was  not  complete  justification,  and  would 
not,  as  matter  of  law,  entitle  defendant  to  a  verdict.  The  rule 
is,  of  course,  well  settled  that  the  meaning  of  words  alleged 
AS  slander  is  for  the  jury.  The  court  can,  at  most,  decide 
whether  or  not  they  are  capable  of  a  slanderous  meaning. 
Schild  V.  Legler,  82  Wis.  73,  75,  51  K  W.  1099;  Robertson 
V,  Edelstein,  104  Wis.  440,  443,  80  K  W.  724;  Dabold  v. 
Chronicle  Pvh.  Co.  107  Wis.  357,  362,  83  K  W.  639;  Sco- 
field  V.  Milwaukee  Free  Press  Co.  126  Wis.  81,  87,  105  N. 
W.  227.  We  are  persuaded  that  the  words  'Hhis  isn't  the  first 
time  either,"  being  immediately  connected  with  the  assertion 
that  the  plaintiff  had  just  been  whipping  her  mother,  are  at 
least  capable  of  being  imderstood  as  asserting  that  there  had 
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been  other  like  abuse  on  previous  occasions,  and,  if  so  capable, 
the  question  should  have  been  left  to  th^  jury  whether  they 
had  that  meaning  to  those  who  heard  them. 

9.  It  is  assigned  as  error  that  the  court  in  effect  ruled  that 
the  complaint  was  not  broad  enough  to  admit  proof  of  a  sim- 
ilar statement  made  by  defendant  on  another  occasion  to  one 
Stephens.  It  is  not  very  clear  whether  the  court  made  a  rul- 
ing on  the  subject  or  not ;  but  as  the  construction  of  the  com- 
plaint may  be  important  upon  another  trial,  we  should  per- 
haps express  ourselves  thereon.  The  complaint,  as  already 
stated,  alleged  certain  declarations  to  the  city  marshal  and 
others,  and  a  few  minutes  later,  at  the  plaintiff's  house,  cer- 
tain other  defamatory  words,  and  then  proceeds  to  allege 
"that  said  false  and  defamatory  words  were  maliciously 
spoken  in  the  presence  of  James  Lake,  E.  C.  Earley,  Alex- 
ander Wood,  Finn  Robinson,  and  divers  other  persons  and  at 
divers  other  times  and  places."  It  is  claimed  that  this  con- 
stitutes a  charge  of  distinct  slanders  at  other  times  and  places 
and  to  other  persons.  We  think  the  complaint  is  open  to  no 
such  construction.  Each  occasion  constitutes  a  separate  cause 
of  action.  Townshend,  Slander  &  L.  (4th  ed.)  §§  113,  327. 
If  the  defendant  did  at  any  other  time  and  place  make  the 
same  charge  in  the  presence  of  one  Stephens,  as  claimed,  it 
was  a  separate  and  independent  slander,  and  the  subject  of 
another  suit  or  of  a  separate  count  in  this  complaint.  If  it 
was  intended  to  set  out  such  cause  of  action  it  should  have 
been  as  a  separate  one.  Sec.  2647,  Stats.  1898;  Luther  v. 
C.  J.  Luther  Co.  118  Wis.  112,  126,  94  N.  W.  69.  In  ab- 
sence of  such  pleading,  no  inference  of  such  intent  should  be 
drawn,  for  the  allegation  of  such  repetitions,  not  so  separately 
stated,  and  in  connection  with  the  single  charge,  was  proper 
enough  in  a  complaint  attempting  to  set  up  one  cause  of  ac- 
tion, for  such  repetitions  were  proper  of  allegation  and  proof 
as  bearing  upon  the  question  of  malice.  Born  v..  Rosenow,  84 
Wis.  620,  54  N.  W.  1089;  Hacker  v.  Eeiney,  111  Wis.  313,. 
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316,  87  K  W.  249.  It  seems  to  us  clear  that,  if  plaintiff  de- 
sired to  offer  proof  of  such  publication  as  an  independent 
slander,  he  should  have  so  notified  the  defendant  by  setting  it 
up  as  a  separate  cause  of  action. 

10.  Respondent's  counsel  devote  much  of  their  brief  to  a 
learned  and  interesting  discussion  of  the  history  of  the  law 
of  oral  defamation  and  the  fundamental  reasons  which  con- 
trol the  definitions  of  actionable  words.  Seemingly,  the  con- 
-clusion  reached,  after  much  wavering  by  English  courts,  is 
that  any  words  charging  a  crime  punishable  by  imprisonment 
in  the  first  instance  are  actionable  per  se.  Newell,  Libel  &  S. 
(2d  ed.)  96.  America  courts-  have  differed  widely,  but 
many  have  accepted  a  rule  formulated  by  Spencer,  J".,  in 
Brooher  v.  Cofftrij  5  Johns.  188,  "In  case  the  charge,  if  true, 
will  subject  the  party  charged  to  indictment  for  a  crime  in- 
volving moral  turpitude,  or  subject  him  to  an  infamous  pun- 
ishment, then  the  words  will  be  in  themselves  actionable." 
That  rule  has  been  adopted  in  Wisconsin  in  Montgomery  v, 
Deeley,  3  Wis.  709,  and  different  views  elsewhere  need  not 
be  considered.  The  adoption  of  this  rule  is,  however,  by  no 
means  the  end  of  difficulty  in  ascertaining  whether  a  given 
'  -charge  is  slanderous  per  se.  It  suffices  to  that  end  either  that 
the  crime  charged  involves  moral  turpitude  or  that  the  pun- 
ishment denoimced  be  infamous.  What  crimes  involve  moral 
turpitude  has  been  the  subject  of  vast  contention,  extending 
from  the  view  that  moral  turpitude  inheres  in  every  wilful 
breach  of  a  criminal  statute,  to  the  position  that  only  those 
crimes  that  present  such  vileness  and  depravity  as  arouses  the 
abhorrence  of  all  mankind  are  intended.  Again,  the  deca- 
logue, or  some  other  scriptural  inhibition,  has  been  thought 
sufficient  by  some  courts  to  conclusively  ascribe  moral  turpi- 
tude to  an  act.  Several  courts  have  denied  that  any  such 
characteristic  inheres  in  mere  assault  and  battery,  even  when 
the  act  charged  was  whipping  a  mother  {Speaker  v.  Mc- 
Kenzie,  26  Mo.  255)  ;  or  "snaking  his  mother  out  of  doors 
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by  the  hair  of  her  head  .  .  .  the  day  before  she.  died"  (Bil- 
lings V.  Wing,  7  Vt  439).  It  is  probably  true  that  moral 
turpitude  depends  on  the  conception  of  ike  community,  which 
is  reflected  in  the  utterances  of  its  judges.  Keeping  a  gam- 
bling resort  is  so  characterized  in  some  places.  Buchley  v. 
O'Niel,  113  Mass.  193.  We  doiibt  whether  a  similar  view 
would  have  been  general  in  Monaco,  or  even  in  some  of  the 
United  States,  a  few  years  ago.  Wisconsin  finds  moral  tur- 
pitude in  selling  watered  milk.  Oeary  v.  Bennett,  53  Wis. 
444,  10  N.  W.  602.  We  confess  to  the  view  that  such  act  is 
in  no  considerable  degree  lower  in  the  moral  scale  than  phys- 
ical violence  to  one's  mother. 

Not  only  in  the  respect  above  mentioned  is  the  aforesaid 
rule  uncertain,  but  in  the  use  of  the  expression  "infamous 
punishment."  Respondent's  counsel  contend  that  this  ex- 
pression had  a  definite  meaning  at  common  law,  which  neces- 
sitated some  element  in  addition  to  mere  imprisonment,  such 
as  castigation,  branding,  the  pillory,  and  the  like,  and  that 
we  must  assume  such  limitation  for  it  in  this  rule.  Such 
significance  seems,  a  priori,  improbable  when  we  remember 
that  hardly  any,  if  indeed  any,  of  those  elements  character- 
ized the  punishment  for  any  crime  at  the  time  of  declaring- 
that  rule  in  Wisconsin.  While  there  is  pretty  general  hold- 
ing in  other  states  that  mere  fine  is  not  infamous  punishment, 
and  much  confiict  as  to  whether  mere  imprisonment  in  county 
jails  should  be  so  considered,  we  do  not  deem  essential  review 
or  analysis  of  those  cases,  for  we  consider  the  latter  question 
settled  in  this  state  by  Geary  v.  Bennett,  53  Wis.  444,  446, 

10  N.  W.  602,  where,  with  full  deliberation,  this  court  held 
that  fine  or  imprisonment  in  the  county  jail  constituted  "in- 
famous pimishment,  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  above 
stated."  That  case  has  been  frequently  cited  with  approval, 
though  the  exact  question  now  raised  has  not  again  been  up 
for  consideration.     Campbell  v.  Campbell,  54  Wis.  90,  96, 

11  N.  W.  456;  Ellsworth  v.  Hayes,  71  Wis.  427,  434,  37 
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N.  W.  249.  We  can  see  no  sufficient  reason  now  to  depart 
from  a  rule  of  so  long  standing,  and  therefore  hold  that  the 
charge  set  forth  in  the  complaint  is  actionable  per  se,  because 
it  asserts  a  crime  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  coimty 
jail,  by  force  of  sec.  4388,  Stats.  1898. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  new  trial 


Parsons,  Respondent,  vs.  Bai^on,  Executor,  Appellant 
September  12 — October  P,  1906. 

Xlounty  court:  Appeal:  Failure  to  prosecute:  Dismiaaal:  Discretion: 
Setting  aside  judgment  for  fraud:  Limit  of  time:  Probate  of 
will:  Constructive  fraud:  Guardian  ad  litem:  Pleading:  Lost  or 
destroyed  will:  Presumption  of  revocation:  Amendment  of  pe- 
tition  on  appeal. 

1.  Refusal  of  the  circuit  court  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution, 

under  sec.  4038,  Stats.  1898,  an  appeal  from  county  court  which 
had  been  pending  about  five  years,  is  held  not  to  have  been  an 
abuse  of  discretion,  it  appearing  that  said  time  had  been  largely 
consumed  in  litigation  of  other  cognate  matters  proper  to  be 
settled  before  proceeding  with  the  appeal,  and  in  negotiations 
for  settlement,  and  that  there  had  been  destruction  of  papers 
and  other  matters,  all  tending  to  show  that  the  delay  was  not 
unreasonable. 

2.  The  power  of  the  county  court  to  set  aside  Its  order  or  Judgment 

is  not  limited  to  one  year  after  notice  of  the  entry  thereof, 
where  such  order  or  judgment  was  without  jurisdiction  or  was 
the  result  of  fraud. 

3.  Failure  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  an  infant  heir  to  oppose  the 

probate  of  a  will  giving  all  the  property  to  another,  and  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  court  to  undisputed  facts  showing  that  the 
will  was  not  entitled  to  probate,  was  a  constructive  fraud  upon 
the  infant.  Justifying  vacation  of  the  order  or  Judgment  ad- 
mitting the  win  to  probate. 

4.  The  petition  to  set  aside  the  order  in  such  a  case,  although  it 

does  not  In  terms  charge  fraud,  is  sufficient  If  it  alleges  the 
facts  constituting  the  constructive  fraud. 
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6.  Under  sec.  3791,  Stats.  1898  (providing  for  the  establishment  of 
any  will  which  shall  be  lost  or  destroyed  by  accident  or  de- 
sign), if  a  reasonable  time  elapsed  after  testator's  knowledge 
of  the  destruction  of  a  will  and  before  his  death,  and  he  had 
opportunity  to  reproduce  it  but  did  not  do  so,  a  presumption  of 
revocation  arises  and  the  will  cannot  be  admitted  to  probate. 

6.  Where  a  will  was  accidentally  destroyed  three  years  before  the 

testator's  death,  with  his  knowledge,  and  he  afterwards  adopted 
a  child,  but  did  not  reproduce  said  will  or  make  a  new  one,  it 
is  held  that  the  destroyed  will  was  revoked. 

7.  A  petition  asking  that  an  order  admitting  a  destroyed  wHl  to 

probate  be  set  aside  because  of  the  failure  of  the  guardian  od 
litem  of  petitioner  (an  infant  heir  of  the  testator)  to  call  the 
court's  attention  to  undisputed  facts  showing  revocation  of  the 
will,  was  denied  by  the  county  court  Heldf  that  on  appeal  the 
circuit  court  properly  allowed  an  amendment  of  the  petition, 
setting  up  the  claim  of  the  petitioner  as  an  after-bom  child  and 
asking  that  an  order  assigning  the  real  estate  in  accordance 
with  the  will  be  also  set  aside. 

8.  No  appeal  from  the  last-mentioned  order  was  necessary  in  such 

a  case,  since  it  must  fall  if  the  probate  of  the  will  should  be 
set  aside. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Fond  du 
Lac  county:  Chesteb  A.  Fowleb,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

On  the  15th  day  of  June,  1876,  one  Henry  D.  Parsons 
made  a  will  giving  all  his  property  to  his  wife,  Cynthia  A. 
Parsons.  The  will  was  kept  in  a  tin  box  to  which  no  persons 
had  access  except  the  testator  and  his  wife.  The  box  and  its 
contents  were  on  the  5th  day  of  April,  1887,  destroyed  by  a 
fire  which  burned  the  residence  of  said  Parsons.  After  the 
destruction  of  the  will,  and  on  the  10th  day  of  November, 
1887,  Henry  D.  Parsons  and  his  wife  adopted  the  respondent, 
Lafayette  R.  Parsons.  Henry  D.  Parsons  died  on  the  22d 
day  of  July,  1890,  without  having  executed  any  other  will. 
On  petition  of  the  widow,  Cynthia  A.  Parsons,  made  in  Au- 
gust, 1890,  this  destroyed  will  was,  on  the  5th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1890,  admitted  to  probate  as  a  lost  or  destroyed  will 
under  sec  3791,  K.  S.  1878.  At  the  time  the  alleged  will 
was  probated  respondent  was  a  minor  of  the  age  of  fourteen 
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years.  The  estate  of  said  Henry  D.  Parsons  was  adminis- 
tered by  Cynthia  A.  Parsons,  and  on  November  10, 1891,  her 
final  account  allowed  by  the  court,  and  the  real  estate  left  by 
the  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death  assigned  to  her. 

Lafayette  B.  Parsons,  the  adopted  son,  became  of  age  in 
July,  1897,  and  on  September  9,  1897,  filed  a  petition  in  the 
county  court  asking  that  the  order  of  September  6,  1890,  ad- 
mitting the  alleged  will  to  probate,  be  vacated  and  set  aside, 
a  suitable  person  appointed  administrator  of  the  estate,  and 
for  general  relief.  Cynthia  A.  Parsons,  the  widow,  filed  an 
answer  to  this  petition,  and  shortly  thereafter  commenced 
proceedings  in  the  same  court  to  set  aside  the  proceedings 
adopting  Lafayette  R.  Parsons,  which  proceedings  were  liti- 
gated through  the  courts  and  determined  finally  on  appeal  to 
this  court.    Parsons  v.  Parsons,  101  Wis.  76,  77  N.  W.  147. 

Cynthia  A.  Parsons  was  afterwards,  and  in  October,  1900, 
put  under  guardianship  as  incompetent,  and  died  on  the  7th 
day  of  September,  1901.  About  two  months  prior  to  her 
death  she  made  a  will  devising  her  property  to  strangers, 
making  no  provision  for  her  only  heir,  Lafayette  B.  Parsons, 
This  will  was  contested  by  respondent  on  the  groimd  of  in- 
-competency,  but  admitted  to  probafe  by  the  coimty  court,  and 
judgment  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  circuit  court. 

On  December  12,  1899,  the  county  court  denied  the  peti- 
tion of  respondent  praying  that  the  order  admitting  to  pro- 
bate the  alleged  destroyed  will  of  Henry  D.  Parsons  be  va- 
cated and  set  aside,  and  on  February  2,  1900,  an  appeal  was 
taken  from  such  denial  to  the  circuit  court.  After  appeal  to 
the  circuit  court  a  supplemental  petition  was  filed  setting  up, 
in  addition  to  the  facts  in  the  original  petition,  the  adoption 
■of  the  respondent,  that  he  was  the  only  heir  at  law,  and  pray- 
ing that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  admitting  the  will 
to  probate  and  order  assigning  the  real  estate  to  Cynthia  A. 
Parsons  be  vacated  and  set  aside,  and  that,  if  the  order  be 
not  set  aside,  the  petitioner  be  adjudged  to  be  a  son  of  Henry 
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D.  Parsons  bom  after  the  making  of  the  will,  and  entitled  to 
the  rights  of  an  after-bom  child,  and  for  general  relief.  No- 
tice was  afterwards  given  of  motion  for  leave  to  file  this  peti- 
tion, which  was  never  heard.  The  executor,  John  Balson,. 
answered  this  supplemental  petition.  September  3,  1903,  an 
order  to  show  cause  why  the  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  should 
not  be  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution  was  made,  and  an 
affidavit  filed  tending  to  excuse  the  delay  in  the  prosecution 
of  the  appeal,  which  motion  was  denied  November  18,  1905, 
and  the  action  ordered  revived  and  continued  against  the  ex- 
ecutor. 

The  action  was  afterwards  tried,  and  the  order  of  the 
county  court  refusing  to  set  aside  the  probate  of  the  alleged 
will  was  reversed,  and  the  proceedings  remanded  to  the  coimty 
court  with  direction  to  set  aside  the  order  dated  September  5, 
1890,  admitting  the  alleged  will  to  probate,  and  to  set  aside 
so  much  of  its  order  which  decided  that  Cynthia  A.  Parsons 
was  the  sole  devisee  of  Henry  D.  Parsons,  and  which  assigned 
the  real  estate  of  Henry  D.  Parsons  to  her,  and  that  said  court 
by  a  new  order  assign  the  real  estate  to  Lafayette  B.  Parsons, 
subject  to  the  rights  of  Cynthia  A.  Parsons,  and  for  such 
other  relief  as  might  be  just  upon  full  consideration  of  the 
matters  involved,  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Duffy  &  McCrory, 
and  oral  argument  by  /.  H,  McCrory.  They  contended,  inter 
alia,  that  the  county  court  had  no  power  to  vacate  the  order  or 
judgment  after  the  term,  except  under  sec.  2832,  Stats.  1898, 
and  that  under  that  statute  the  motion  for  such  relief  must 
be  not  only  made  but  decided  within  the  year  after  notice  or 
knowledge  of  the  judgment  to  the  moving  party.  Knox  v, 
Clifford,  41  Wis.  458 ;  McKnigU  v.  Livingston,  46  Wis.  356 ; 
Bloor  V.  Smith,  112  Wis.  340;  sec.  2832,  Stats.  1898;  Whit- 
ney V,  Earner,  4A  Wis.  563 ;  Qxiaw  v,  Lameraux,  36  Wis. 
626;  Black  v.  Hurlhut,  73  Wis.  126;  Main  v.  McLaughlin, 
78  Wis.  449,  451.    The  circuit  court  on  appeal  had  jurisdic- 
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tion  only  to  aflSnn  or  reverse  the  order  of  the  county  court- 
It  had  no  jurisdiction  concerning  the  judgment  assigning  real 
estate,  from  which  no  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Oary  &  Forward,. 
attorneys,  and  Charles  Barber ,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  C.  H.  Forward. 

Keewin,  J.  1.  The  first  error  assigned  is  the  refusal  of 
the  court  to  dismiss  the  appeal  for  want  of  prosecution.  Sec. 
4038,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that,  if  the  appellant  shall  fail 
to  prosecute  his  appeal  with  reasonable  diligence,  the  circuit 
court,  on  motion  of  any  person  interested,  shall  dismiss  the 
appeal  or*  affirm  the  judgment  or  act  appealed  from,  as  3uch 
court  shall  deem  just  The  question  presented  here  under 
this  assignment  of  error  is  whether  the  court  below  abused  its 
discretion  in  refusing  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  It  appears  from 
the  record  that  the  appeal  was  pending  for  about  five  years 
before  the  motion  to  dismiss  was  made,  but  it  also  appears 
from  the  record  and  affidavits  used  on  the  motion  for  dis- 
missal that  substantial  grounds  existed  for  the  delay.  The 
time  during  which  the  appeal  was  pending  was  largely  con- 
sumed in  the  litigation  of  other  matters,  notably  the  contest 
over  the  adoption  proceedings  of  Lafayette  R.  Parsons,  re^ 
spondent,  which  contest  was  litigated  through  the  county  and 
circuit  courts  and  finally  determined  in  this  court.  It  was 
quite  reasonable  that  the  litigation  over  the  adoption  of  re- 
spondent should  be  finally  settled  before  proceeding  with  the 
appeal.  There  was  also  litigation  over  the  guardianship  of 
Cynthia  A.  Parsons,  the  widow,  and  a  contest  over  her  will ; 
also  other  litigation  and  negotiations  for  settlement,  all  of 
which  consiuned  considerable  time,  as  appears  from  the  rec- 
ord, and  which  was  embraced  within  the  period  of  time  now 
complained  of.  There  was  also  destruction  of  papers  and 
other  matters  referred  to  by  the  circuit  judge  in  his  opinion 
as  tending  to  show  that  there  was  no  unreasonable  delay  in 
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the  prosecution  of  the  appeal.  Without  further  discussion 
upon  this  branch  of  the  case,  we  think  the  showing  made  upon 
the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  was  amply  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify the  court  below  in  denying  the  motion.  Cavanaugh  r. 
JScott,  84  Wis.  93,  64  N.  W.  328 ;  Carberry  v.  German  Ins. 
Co.  86  Wis.  323,  56  N.  W.  920;  Kropp  v.  Kropp,  97  Wis. 
137,  72  N.  W.  381;  Fleming  v.  Ellison,  124  Wis.  36,  102 
N.  W.  398 ;  McCann  v.  Welch,  106  Wis.  142,  81  N.  W.  996. 
2.  It  is  further  claimed  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  the 
power  of  the  county  court  to  vacate  the  order  or  judgment  in 
question  was  limited  to  one  year  after  knowledge  of  the  entry 
of  such  judgment  or  order,  and  several  cases  are  cited  upon 
this  proposition.  The  general  principle  of  law,  as  laid  down 
in  the  authorities  cited,  does  not  apply  where  the  order  or 
judgment  is  attacked  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction 
or  fraud.  The  court  below  found  there  was  both  want  of  juris- 
diction and  fraud,  hence  the  one-year  limitation  did  not 
apply.  We  need  not  stop  to  consider  whether  or  not  the  peti- 
tion for  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Henry  D.  Parsons  as  a 
lost  will  under  the  statute  was  sufficient  to  vest  the  coimty 
court  with  jurisdiction,  because  we  are  satisfied  that  the  peti- 
tion presented  to  the  county  court  asking  that  the  order  pro- 
bating the  will  be  vacated  and  set  aside  made  a  case  which 
entitled  the  petitioner  to  relief  upon  the  ground  of  fraud, 
and  that  the  finding  of  fraud  is  supported  by  the  evidence. 
The  petition  showed  the  execution  of  the  will  of  Henry  D. 
Parsons  June  15,  1876,  the  birth  of  respondent  July  10, 
1876,  and  his  adoption  on  the  10th  day  of  November,  1887 ; 
the  destruction  of  the  will  April  5,  1887,  with  the  knowledge 
of  Henry  D.  Parsons,  and  the  survival  of  said  Parsons  for  a 
period  of  three  years  after  the  destruction  of  the  wiU;  his 
failure  to  make  another  will,  although  expressing  his  inten- 
tion so  to  do,  and  his  death  on  the  22d  day  of  July,  1890 ; 
that  at  the  time  of  hearing  on  petition  to  probate  the  will  re- 
spondent was  a  minor  about  fourteen  years  of  age ;  that  both 


Digitized  by 


Google 


9]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  317 

PaiBons  v.  Balson,  129  Wis.  311. 

his  general  guardian  and  guardian  ad  litem  were  present  at 
the  hearing,  but  made  no  objection  to  the  probate  of  said  will, 
and  practically  admitted  that  said  destroyed  will  was  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  the  deceased.  It  seems  very  clear  that 
the  failure  of  the  guardian  ad  litem,  who  was  appointed  to 
protect  the  interests  of  the  minor,  to  make  any  defense  or  op- 
pose the  probate  of.  the  will  resulted  in  the  making  of  the 
order.  It  is  difficult  to  believe  that,  had  the  matter  been  prop- 
erly presented  to  the  coimty  court,  such  order  would  have 
been  made.  It  is  quite  clear  from  the  record  that  there  was 
no  wilful  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  or 
any  person  connected  with  the  proceedings,  but  it  is  equally 
clear  that  the  interests  of  the  minor  were  left  wholly  unpro- 
tected. It  was  doubtless  a  case  of  failure  on  the  part  of  the 
guardian  ad  litem  to  investigate  the  questions  involved  in  the 
litigation,  or  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  rights  of 
the  infant,  and  in  consequence  of  such  neglect  and  inattention 
he  suffered  the  will  to  be  probated,  which  will  gave  all  the 
property,  after  payment  of  the  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  to 
the  widow.  Upon  the  imdisputed  facts  the  will  was  not  en- 
titled to  probate,  and  the  failure  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  to 
call  the  attention  of  the  dourt  to  such  fact,  therefore,  obviously 
was  at  least  a  constructive  fraud  upon  the  infant.  It  was 
plainly  the  duty  of  the  guardian  ad  litem,  as  an  officer  of  the 
court  and  occupying  a  position  of  trust,  to  seasonably  investi- 
gate the  questions  respecting  the  infant's  rights  in  the  matter 
and  draw  them  to  the  attention  of  the  court  in  order  that  such 
rights  might  be  properly  protected.  Tyson  v.  Richardson, 
103  Wis.  397,  79  N.  W.  439;  CaHy  v.  Connolly,  91  Oal.  15, 
27  Pac  599.  In  Forher  v.  Brown,  30  N".  T.  Supp.  827,  828, 
the  court  said : 

"Fraud,  in  law,  is  of  two  kinds — actual  and  constructive. 
The  former  arises  from  deception  practiced  by  means  of  the 
misrepresentation  or  concealment  of  a  material  fact ;  the  lat- 
ter, from  a  rule  of  public  policy,  or  the  confidential  or  fidu- 
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<5iary  relation  which  one  of  the  parties  affected  by  the  fraud 
sustained  towards  the  other.  It  is  a  constituent  of  actual 
fraud  that  the  party  alleged  to  have  been  defrauded  was  de- 
ceived. Lefler  v.  Field,  52  N.  T.  621.  No  positive  dishonesty 
of  purpose  is  required  to  show  constructive  fraud.*' 

Within  about  two  months  after  the  minor  attained  his  ma- 
jority he  promptly  made  application  to  the  coimly  court  to 
have  the  order  probating  the  will  vacated,  and  we  think  the 
showing  made  was  ample  to  warrant  the  court  in  taking  juris- 
diction and  vacating  the  order,  although  long  after  expira- 
tion of  one  year  from  the  time  of  its  entry.  Estate  of  Leav- 
ens, 65  Wis.  440,  447,  27  N.  W.  324;  Beem  v.  Eiwherly,  72 
Wis.  343,  39  N.  W.  542;  In  re  Fisher,  16  Wis.  511;  Estate 
of  O'Neill,  90  Wis.  480,  63  N.  W.  1042 ;  Clyce  v.  Anderson, 
49  Mo.  37,  41;  Mills  v.  Smith,  19  N.  T.  Supp.  854;  Fergu- 
son V.  Lowery,  54  Ala.  510 ;  In  re  Steele,  65  HI.  322 ;  Bond 
V.  Lockwood,  33  HI.  212;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law 
(1st  ed.)  647,  648.  The  point  is  made  by  counsel  for  ap- 
pellant that  fraud  is  not  alleged,  but  the  facts  constituting 
a  constructive  fraud  are  alleged,  and  this  is  sufficient  Fraud 
is  a  conclusion  of  law.  Crowley  v.  Hicks,  98  Wis.  566,  74 
N.  W.  348. 

3.  Coming  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  question  is  whether 
the  court  below  was  right  in  vacating  the  order  of  the  county 
court  admitting  the  will  to  probate  and  setting  aside  the 
order  assigning  the  real  estate  to  the  widow,  Cynthia  A.  Par- 
sons. Although  some  evidence  was  offered  in  the  court  below, 
the  facts  set  up  in  the  petition  are  undisputed  and  found  by 
the  court  The  first  question  arising  is  whether  upon  these 
imdisputed  facts  the  alleged  destroyed  will  could  be  admitted 
to  probate  under  the  statute.  It  is  argued  that  sec.  3791, 
Stats.  1898,  contains  no  limitation,  and  provides  that,  when- 
ever any  will  of  real  estate  or  personal  property  shall  be  lost 
or  destroyed  by  accident  or  design,  the  county  court  shall 
have  power  to  take  proof  of  the  execution  and  validity  of  such 
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will  and  establish  the  same.  But  the  statute  must  have  a  rea- 
sonable construction  in  furtherance  of  justice  and  the  object 
of  its  enactment.  The  question  in  all  cases  of  reproduction 
of  destroyed  wills  under  this  statute  is  whether  the  circimi- 
stances  of  destruction  and  acquiescence  amount  to  a  revocation. 
It  would  seem  that  the  rule  most  consonant  with  the  statute 
is  that  if  knowledge  of  the  destruction  of  the  lost  will  be  not 
brought  home  to  the  testator  within  such  time  as  would  rea- 
sonably enable  him  to  reproduce  it,  or  if  he  was  prevented 
from  so  doing,  it  might  be  probated  upon  proper  .proof  of  the 
facts ;  but  where  reasonable  time  elapses  after  knowledge  of 
the  destruction,  coupled  with  opportunity  to  reproduce  the 
destroyed  will,  a  presumption  of  revocation  arises,  and  the  de- 
stroyed will  cannot  be  admitted  to  probate.  In  the  case  be- 
fore us  there  is  nothing  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  revoca- 
tion. The  destruction  of  the  will  three  years  before  the  tes- 
tator's death,  wilh  his  knowledge,  together  with  the  adoption 
of  Lafayette  B.  Parsons  after  such  destruction,  revoked  the 
will ;  hence  there  was  no  will  which  could  have  been  admitted 
to  probate  as  a  lost  or  destroyed  will.  In  re  Valentine's  Will, 
93  Wis.  45,  67  N.  W.  12;  Olascott  v.  Bragg,  111  Wis.  605, 
87  N.  W.  853;  Gavitt  v.  Movlton,  119  Wis.  35,  96  K  W. 
395 ;  Estate  of  Leaves,  140  Pa.  St.  242,  21  Atl.  395 ;  Thorn- 
ton, Lost  Wills,  §  19. 

4.  It  is  further  claimed  that  the  court  erred  in  allowing  the 
petition  to  be  amended  so  as  to  set  up  the  claim  of  petitioner 
as  being  an  after-bom  child,  and  asking  that  the  order  as- 
signing the  real  estate  of  Henry  D.  Parsons  to  Cynthia  A, 
Parsons  be  vacated  and  set  aside.  The  original  petition  gave 
the  county  court  jurisdiction  of  these  matters ;  hence  it  was 
proper  to  allow  the  amendment,  or  the  court  could  have 
granted  the  relief  without  the  amendment  Brook  v.  Chap- 
pell,  34  Wis.  405.  It  is  also  argued  that  no  appeal  was  taken 
from  the  order  assigning  the  real  estate.  That  was  clearly 
unnecessary.    The  appeal  from  the  judgment  refusing  to  set 
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aside  the  probate  of  the  wiU  brought  up  the  whole  matter. 
The  judgment  assigning  the  real  estate  depended  upon  the 
probate  of  the  will,  and  fell  with  the  judgment  setting  such 
probate  aside,  at  least  so  far  as  the  questions  involved  upon 
this  appeal  are  concerned.  But  it  is  said  that  rights  vested 
by  limitation  under  the  judgment  of  probate  in  the  devisees 
of  Cynthia  A.  Parsons.  Such  parties,  however,  are  not  be- 
fore this  court  upon  this  appeal,  and  their  rights,  therefore, 
cannot  be  considered.  Even  if  the  will  were  valid  and  en- 
titled to  probate,  still,  upon  the  undisputed  facts,  the  respond- 
ent would  be  entitled  to  the  rights  of  an  after-bom  child,  and 
even  upon  that  phase  of  the  case^  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  was  right  Glascott  v.  Bragg,  supra;  Sandon  v.  San- 
don,  123  Wis.  603, 101  K  W.  1089.  It  follows  that  the  judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  furtheif  proceedings  ac- 
cording to  law. 


CoNLiN,  Respondent,  vs.  Sowaeds,  Executrix,  Appellant. 

September  12 — October  9,  1906. 

Wills:  Construction:  Life  estate  or  feet  Precatory  trusts, 

A  testator  devised  land  to  his  wife,  subject  to  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain legacies,  and  also  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her  aU  the 
residue  of  his  estate,  "to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto  her 
forever."  The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows:  "It  Is  my  wish 
that  my  said  wife  .  .  .  will  so  arrange  her  affairs  that  whatever 
property  may  be  left  at  her  death  the  same  will  be  divided  as 
near  equally  as  possible  between  my  said  daughters."  Held, 
that  these  precatory  words  were  advisory  only  and  did  not  cre- 
ate any  trust,  and  that,  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts,  lega- 
cies, and  expenses,  the  will  gave  the  property  mentioned  to  the 
widow  absolutely. 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Columbia 
coimty :  Chesteb  A.  Fowleb,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

It  appears  from  the  record  and  is  undisputed  that  Daniel 
Sowards  died  December  3,  1902,  leaving  a  last  will  and  tes- 
tament executed  April  12,  1901,  and  the  same  was  admitted 
to  probate  by  the  coimty  court  in  February,  1903,  and  an 
executrix  appointed.  The  executrix  having  failed  to  file  any 
account  of  her  administration,  and  a  dispute  having  arisen 
ovQr  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  under  the  will,  the 
plaintiff,  as  one  of  the  heirs  at  law  and  devisees  and  legatees 
under  the  will,  filed  a  petition  in  the  county  court  February 
24,  1905,  calling  upon  the  executrix  to  show  cause,  if  any, 
why  she  should  not  file  her  account  and  why  the  will,  and 
particularly  the  fifth  paragraph  thereof,  should  not  be  con- 
strued by  the  county  court  A  hearing  was  thereupon  had, 
and  on  September  9,  1905,  the  county  court  found  and  ad- 
judged that  the  said  Elizabeth  L.  Sowards  took  an  absolute 
estate  in  the  property  mentioned  in  the  fifth  paragraph  of 
the  will,  free  and  clear  of  any  right  or  claim  or  interest  there- 
in in  remainder  or  otherwise  in  favor  of  her  daughter  Evelyn 
A.  Conlin  (the  plaintiff) ,  and  the  executrix  was  not  required 
to  file  and  settle  her  account  of  administration.  Said  daugh- 
ter duly  appealed  from  that  judgment  to  the  circuit  court. 

At  the  close  of  the  hearing  and  trial  in  the  circuit  court 
that  judgment  of  the  county  court  was  wholly  reversed,  and 
upon  the  facts,  which  are  undisputed,  the  circuit  court  found 
as  conclusions  of  law,  in  effect,  that  the  widow  and  executrix 
holds  the  property  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  fifth 
paragraph  of  the  v^ill  in  trust  to  pay  the  legacies  therein  men- 
tioned and  the  costs  and  expenses  of  burial  and  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate,  and  to  have  the  full  use,  benefit,  and  en- 
joyment of  the  net  rents,  profits,  and  income  of  the  residue 
for  life,  with  remainder  over  to  her  two  daughters,  Evelyn  A. 
and  Florence  E.,  and  that  such  executrix  was  by  the  will 
vested  with  a  special  power  in  trust  and  charged  with  the  duty 
Vol.  129—21 
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of  making  a  division  of  said  remainder  at  her  death,  by  testa- 
ment or  otherwise,  between  her  said  daughters  in  portions  as 
nearly  equal  as  possible,  and  that  she  should  be  required  to 
render  to  the  county  court  a  full  account  of  her  administra- 
tion of  said  estate.  Judgment  was  therein  ordered  accord- 
ingly with  costs.  From  the  judgment  so  entered  the  executrix 
appeals. 

Oeorge  W.  Stephens,  attorney,  and  F.  W.  Hall,  counsel,  for 
the  appellant,  to  the  point  that  the  presumption,  in  case  of 
doubtful  words,  is  against  a  trust,  cited  Foose  v.  Whitmore, 
82  N.  T.  405 ;  Knox  v.  Knox,  59  Wis.  172,  183 ;  SwaHhout 
V.  Swarthout,  111  Wis.  102. 

E.  E.  Brossardj  for  the  respondent,  to  the  point  that  the 
fifth  paragraph  of  the  will  gives  the  residue  of  the  estate  to 
the  widow  in  trust,  to  enjoy  the  use  of  the  same  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  two  daughters,  cited  Swarthout  v.  Swarth- 
out, 111  Wis.  102 ;  Knox  v.  Knox,  59  Wis.  172 ;  Jones  v. 
Jones,  66  Wis.  310;  LittJewood's  Will,  96  Wis.  608;  Derse 
V.  Derse,  103  Wis.  113 ;  Webster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  394; 
Tabor  v.  Tabor,  85  Wis.  313 ;  Wolbert  v.  Beard,  128  Wis. 
391 ;  Powers  v.  Powers,  28  Wis.  659 ;  Warner  v.  Bates,  98 
Mass.  274 ;  Smith  v.  Bell,  6  Pet.  68 ;  Noe  v.  Kern,  93  Mo. 
367,  6  S.  W.  239 ;  Woemer,  Adm'n,  874-877 ;  Harrisons  v. 
Harrisons'  Adm'x,  2  Grat.  1,  44  Am.  Dec.  365,  369 ;  Wood 
V.  Camden  S.  D.  &  T.  Co.  44  N.  J.  Eq.  460,  14  Atl.  885 ; 
Van  Dyck  v.  Van  Beuren,  1  Gaines,  84 ;  Phillips  v.  Phillips, 
112  N.  Y.  197;  People  v.  Powers,  147  N.  T.  104,  41  N.  E. 
432,  35  L.  E.  A.  502. 

Cassoday,  G.  J.  The  testator  was  eighty-one  years  of  age 
at  the  time  of  executing  his  last  will,  and  was  in  poor  health 
and  had  been  for  several  years.  He  had  by  his  first  wife  two 
children,  Marion  F.  and  Ransom  J.,  both  of  whom  are  men- 
tioned in  that  will.  He  married  the  defendant,  Elizabeth  L,, 
in  1863,  when  he  was  forty-three  years  of  age  and  she  was 
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only  twenty  years  of  age.  By  her  he  had  two  children,  Eve- 
lyn A.,  bom  in  1866,  and  Florence  E.,  bom  in  1876,  and  they 
are  both  provided  for  in  the  will.  At  the  time  that  will  was 
executed  Evelyn  A.  resided  with  her  husband  a  mile  or  two 
from  her  father's  residence  and  was  in  the  habit  of  visiting 
him  frequently.  Florence  E.  resided  with  her  husband  in  a 
remote  part  of  the  state.  At  the  time  of  making  that  will 
Elizabeth  was  fifty-eight  years  of  age  and  in  good  health. 
The  best  of  feeling  prevailed  among  the  several  members  of 
the  testator's  family.  The  testator  had  made  two  wills  prior 
to  the  one  in  question.  In  most  respects  they  were  quite 
similar.  The  first  was  made  December  2,  1893 ;  the  second 
was  made  January  12,  1897;  and  the  will  in  question  was 
made  April  12, 1901. 

By  each  of  the  three  wills  Marion  F.  was  to  have  $2,200 
two  years  after  the  testator's  death.  In  each  of  the  three 
wills  it  was  provided  that  Ransom  J.  should  have  nothing, 
for  the  reason  therein  stated  that  the  testator  had  already  ad- 
vanced to  him  his  full  share  of  the  estate.  By  his  first  will 
he  gave  to  Evelyn  A.  $2,100  payable  two  years  after  his 
death ;  but  by  the  second  and  third  wills  he  gave  to  her  a  note 
for  $3,000,  executed  by  her  and  her  husband  and  secured  by 
a  mortgage  on  her  husband's  land,  executed  by  both  of  them, 
and  such  bequest  included  the  accrued  interest  thereon.  By 
his  first  will  he  gave  to  Florence  E.  $2,200  payable  two  years 
after  his  death.  In  the  second  will  the  same  amount  is  given 
to  her,  but  it  is  made  payable  ten  years  after  his  death ;  and 
in  his  last  will  the  amount  is  reduced  to  $2,000,  payable  at 
such  time  as  would  best  suit  the  convenience  of  his  wife.  In 
his  first  will,  after  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  he 
gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  his  wife  "all  the  rest,  resi- 
due, and  remainder"  of  his  estate,  '^with  the  request  and  dir 
rection  that,  whatever  property  may  be  left  after  the  death 
of  my  said  wife,  it  shall  descend,  share  and  share  alike,  to 
my  children,  Marion  F.  Sowards,  Eva  Conlin,  and  Florence 
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Sowards."  In  his  second  will  he  gave  his  life  insurance  to  his 
wife  to  be  used  in  pajing  his  debts  and  legacies;  and  then, 
after  requiring  his  wife  to  pay  his  debts  and  the  legacies  men- 
tioned, he  devised  to  his  wife  his  farm,  "consisting  *of  220 
acres,  the  same  to  be  used,  held,  and  enjoyed  by  my  said  wife 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  death  the 
same  to  descend,  go  to,  and  belong  to  my  said  daughter  Flor- 
ence Sowards."  At  the  time  that  will  was  executed,  Flor- 
ence E.  was  less  than  twenty-one  years  of  age  and  unmarried, 
and  tiie  testator  was  seventy-seven  years  of  age. 

It  appears  that  George  W.  Stephens,  of  Columbus,  Wis- 
consin, who  appeared  as  attorney  for  the  estate  in  the  pro- 
bate of  the  will,  drew  each  of  the  three  wills  and  witnessed 
each  of  them.  This  being  so,  the  broad  difference  in  the  lan- 
guage used  in  the  provisions  for  the  widow  in  the  will  in 
question  and  such  provisions  in  the  two  former  wills  would 
seem  to  indicate  a  different  purpose  in  the  mind  of  the  scrive- 
ner, if  not  in  the  mind  of  the  testator.  The  language  of  such 
provision  in  the  last  will  and  here  to  be  construed  is  as  fol- 
lows : 

"Fifth,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved  wife,. 
Elizabeth  L.  Sowards,  my  farm  of  217^  acres  of  land  situated 
in  Hampden,  Columbia  county,  Wisconsin,  which  said  farm 
is  subject,  however,  to  the  payment  of  the  legacy  to  Marion  F. 
Sowards  and  the  legacy  to  Florence  E.  Stewart  above  men- 
tioned. And  I  also  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  said 
wife,  Elizabeth  L.  Sowards,  all  money  derived  on  my  life  in- 
surance policy,  all  of  my  stock  on  the  farm,  and  all  my  farm- 
ing utensils,  and  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my 
estate  of  every  hind  and  nature  whatsoever  and  wheresoever 
the  same  may  be  situated.  To  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto 
the  said  Elizabeth  L.  Sowards  forever.  It  is  my  wish  that 
my  said  wife  Elizabeth  L.  Sowards  will  so  arrange  her  affairs 
that  whatever  property  may  be  left  at  her  death  the  same  will 
be  divided  as  near  equally  as  possible  between  my  said  dau^- 
ters  Evelyn  A.  Conlin  and  Florence  E.  Stewart.'* 
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Of  course,  we  are  not  called  upon  to  consider  the  intention 
of  the  scrivener,  but  only  the  intention  of  the  testator  as 
evinced  by  the  language  employed  by  the  scrivener  in  the  will 
here  in  question.  The  friendly  feeling  which  prevailed  among 
the  several  members  of  the  testator's  family,  and  his  deep  af- 
fection for  all  his  children,  as  found  by  the  trial  court,  seem 
to  be  manifest  from  the  wills  themselves,  when  considered  in 
connection  with  the  changes  which  took  place  from  time  to 
time  in  the  family.  The  bequests  to  the  several  children  by 
the  first  will  seem  to  have  been  substantially  equal,  followed 
by  a  residuary  clause  giving  all  the  residue  of  his  property 
to  his  wife  for  life,  with  the  remainder  to  three  of  his  chil- 
dren therein  named,  omitting  Ransom  J.,  to  whom,  as  there- 
in stated,  he  had  theretofore  given  "property  equal  in  amount 
to  the  sum''  therein  given  to  his  other  children  respectively. 
The  only  substantial  changes  in  the  second  will  from  the  first 
were  in  respect  to  the  gifts  to  Evelyn  A.  and  Florence  E.  and 
the  residuary  bequest.  Such  changes  in  the  will  seem  to  have 
been  suggested  by  changes  which  had  taken  place  in  the  situa- 
tion of  the  parties.  Evelyn  A,  had  been  married  for  several 
years  and  had  three  children.  At  first  she  and  her  husband 
lived  with  the  testator's  family  for  a  part  of  a  year.  Then 
they  went  to  Minnesota  for  about  a  year.  Then  they  came 
back  and  worked  the  testator's  farm  for  three  years.  Then 
they  bought  from  the  testator  and  moved  onto  a  farm  of  120 
acres  and  gave  back  to  him  the  note  and  mortgage  for  $3,000 
mentioned  in  the  second  and  third  wills.  That  farm  was  only 
a  mile  or  two  from  the  testator's  home,  and  Evelyn  A.  was 
in  the  habit  of  visiting  her  father  and  mother  frequently. 
That  left  Florence  E.  the  only  child  remaining  at  home  with 
her  parents.  As  indicated,  she  was,  at  the  time  that  the  sec- 
ond will  was  executed,  less  than  twenty-one  years  of  age  and 
unmarried,  and,  manifestly  to  induce  her  to  remain  at  home 
with  her  mother,  the  time  of  the  payment  to  her  of  the  legacy 
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mentioned  in  the  first  will  was  extended  from  two  years  after 
his  death  to  ten  years  after  his  death,  and  the  farm  was  de- 
vised to  the  "wife  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,"  and 
then  after  her  death  to  Florence  E.  as  sole  residuary  devisee. 
During  the  four  years  and  over  between  the  making  of  that 
second  will  and  the  making  of  this  last  will  Florence  E.  got 
married  and  moved  with  her  husband  to  a  remote  part  of  the 
state  and  had  one  child.  Her  husband  had  a  good  business 
and  was  in  fair  financial  circumstances,  and  they  were  in  a 
condition  to  have  a  good  living.  Such  marriage  and  removal 
of  Florence  E.  left  the  testator  and  his  wife  alone  at  home. 
The  testator  was  in  very  poor  health  for  ten  years  prior  to  his 
death.  For  three  or  four  years  prior  to  his  death  his  condi- 
tion was  such  that  he  was  unable  to  get  out  of  the  house  dur- 
ing the  winter.  His  wife  transacted  the  business  when  he  was 
sick.  Undoubtedly,  the  facts  mentioned  induced  the  testator 
to  execute  the  will  in  question  April  12,  1901.  The  only  sub- 
stantial change  between  that  will  and  the  one  made  four  years 
and  three  months  before  was  in  relation  to  the  provisions  for 
the  wife.  The  testator  was  then  eighty-one  years  of  age  and 
manifestly  expected  soon  to  pass  away,  and  then  his  wife 
would  be  left  alone.  Unless  it -was  the  purpose  of  the  testator 
to  make  a  more  certain  and  substantial  provision  for  his  wife 
therein  than  by  his  former  will,  then  it  would  seem  to  have 
been  without  significance.  If  by  the  provision  of  t^ie  will 
above  quoted  she  only  took  the  property  therein  devised  and 
bequeathed  to  her  in  trust  to  pay  legacies  and  expenses,  and 
"to  have  the  full  use,  benefit,  and  enjoyment  of  the  net  rents, 
profits,  and  income  of  the  residue  for  life,  with  remainder 
ov6r,"  as  held  by  the  trial  court,  then  she  got  nothing  thereby 
which  she  would  not  have  received  under  the  second  wiU,  had 
the  same  never  been  revoked.  Nevertheless,  if  the  provision 
of  the  will  above  quoted  requires  such  a  construction,  then  it 
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should  be  so  construed  regardless  of  its  futility.  Of  course, 
the  important  thing  is  to  ascertain  and  give  effect  to  the  in- 
tentions of  the  testator  as  expressed  in  or  implied  from  the 
language  of  his  will.  That  language  is  very  sweeping.  He 
first  devised  the  farm  to  his  wife  subject  to  the  payment  of 
legacies.  He  then  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  her  all 
money  derived  from  life  insurance,  all  of  his  stock,  all  of  his 
"farming  utensils  and  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder" 
of  his  "estate  of  every  kind  and  nature  whatsoever  and  where- 
soever the  same''  might  "be  situated — to  have  and  to  hold  the 
same  unto  the  said  Elizabeth  L.  Sowards  forever/'  Under 
our  statutes  the  absence  of  words  of  inheritance  is  of  no  sig- 
nificance. Sees.  2206,  2278,  Stats.  1898 ;  Baher  v.  Estate  of 
McLeod,  79  Wis.  534,  545,  48  K  W.  657,  He  also  nomi- 
nated her  as  executrix,  and  therein  directed  that  she  should 
not  *T)e  required  to  give  bonds  for  the  faithful  performance 
of  said  trust  as  executrix,"  and  thereby  revoked  all  former 
wills  by  him  made. 

The  question  recurs  whether  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
as  thus  expressed,  was  modified  or  limited  by  the  declara- 
tion contained  in  the  will  to  the  effect  that  it  was  his  "wish" 
that  his  wife  would  "so  arrange  her  affairs  that  whatever 
property^'  might  "be  left  at  her  death  the  same"  would  "be 
divided  as  near  equally  as  possible  between"  his  said  daugh- 
terfe.  The  "wish"  expressed  was  as  to  what  the  wife  would 
do  in  arranging  her  own  affairs.  Of  course,  if  the  wife  took 
an  absolute  title  to  the  property,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
debts,  legacies,  and  expenses,  and  never  should  dispose  of  the 
same  by  will  or  otherwise,  tiien  whatever  would  be  left  at  her 
death  would  descend  to  the  two  daughters  in  equal  shares. 
We  are  not  aware  of  any  well-considered  adjudication  holding 
that  such  mere  "wish"  of  the  tegtator  that  an  executor  or  ex- 
ecutrix would  "arrange  her  affairs"  or  property  in  some  pre- 
scribed way  has  been  held  to  be  mandatory. 
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In  Smith  v.  Bell,  6  Pet.  68,  70,  75-77,  seemingly  relied 
upon  by  the  trial  court,  the  testator,  after  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  legacies,  and  expenses,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  wife 
all  his  personal  estate  "to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit 
and  disposal  absolutely;  the  remainder  of  said  estate,  after 
her  decease,  to  be  for  the  use  of  the  said  Jesse  Ooodwin,"  his 
son.  In  construing  this  language  the  learned  chief  justice 
said: 

"In  the  will  imder  consideration  but  two  persons  are  men- 
tioned— a  wife  and  a  son.  The  testator  attempts,  in  express 
words,  to  make  a  provision  for  both  out  of  the  same  property. 
The  provision  for  the  wife  is  immediate ;  that  for  the  son  is 
to  take  effect  after  her  death.  ...  It  must  be  admitted  that 
words  could  not  have  been  employed  which  would  be  better 
fitted  to  give  the  whole  personal  estate  absolutely  to  the  wife, 
or  which  would  more  clearly  express  that  intention.  But  the 
testator  proceeds :  *The  remainder  of  said  estate,  after  her  de- 
cease, to  be  for  the  use  of  the  said  Jesse  Groodwin'  [his  son]. 
These  words  give  the  remainder  of  the  estate,  after  his  wife's 
decease,  to  the  son,  with  as  nAich  clearness  as  the  preceding 
words  give  the  whole  estate  to  his  wife.  They  manifest  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  make  a  future  provision  for  his 
son,  as  clearly  as  the  first  part  of  the  bequest  manifests  his 
intention  to  make  an  immediate  provision  for  his  wife.  If 
the  first  bequest  is  to  take  effect  according  to  the  obvious  im- 
port of  the  words  taken  alone,  the  last  is  expunged  from  the 
will.  .  .  .  We  are  no  more  at  liberty  to  disregard  the  last 
member  of  the  sentence  than  the  first." 

In  Knox  v.  Knox,  59  Wis.  172,  175,  177,  178,  18  N.  W. 
155,  157,  also  seemingly  relied  upon  by  the  trial  court,  the 
clause  of  the  will  construed,  omitting  nonessentials,  was  this : 

"I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  imto  my  wife  .  .  .  her  heirs 
and  assigns  forever  all  my  real  and  personal  estate  .  .  .  hav- 
ing full  confidence  in  my  said  wife,  and  hereby  request  that 
at  her  death  she  will  divide  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  in 
equal  portions  as  tenants  in  common,  between  my  sons  and 
daugl^ters  .  .  .  all  the  proceeds  of  my  said  property,  real  and 
])ersonal,  goods  and  chattels,  hereby  bequeathed." 
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The  opinion  of  the  court,  written"l)y  Mr.  Justice  Taylob, 
is  quite  lengthy,  reviewing  the  authorities,  including  Smith 
V.  Bell,  supra,  and,  among  other  things,  he  said : 

"The  two  important  questions  to  be  considered  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  provisions  of  the  will  above  quoted  are:  First, 
has  the  testator  in  his  expressed  request  in  said  will  clearly 
pointed  out  the  persons  whom  he  desired  should  be  the  recipi- 
ents of  his  bounty,  and  has  he  clearly  defined  the  part  of  his 
estate  which  he  desired  they  should  receive?  And,  second, 
does  the  language  used  by  him  clearly  show  that  he  intended 
it  to  be  obligatory  upon  his  wife,  to  whom  he  had  devised  all 
his  property  in  fee,  and  not  merely  advisory  ?  ...  In  order 
to  determine  whether  precatory  words  in  a  will  create  a  bind- 
ing trust,  Hhe  real  question  always  is  whether  the  wish,  desire, 
or  recommendation  expressed  by  the  testator  is  meant  to  gov- 
•em  the  conduct  of  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  or 
whether  it  is  merely  an  indication  of  that  which  he  thinks 
would  be  a  reasonable  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  party, 
leaving  it,  however,  to  the  party  to  exercise  his  own  discre- 
tion.' .  .  .  The  words  used  by  the  testator  in  describing 
the  property  he  requests  should  go  to  his  children  after  the 
death  of  his  wife  are  'all  the  proceeds  of  my  said  property, 
real  and  personal,  hereby  bequeathed.'  " 

And  so  the  court  held : 

"The  words  'all  the  proceeds,'  etc.,  mean  the  entire  body 
of  the  estate,  subject  to  such  sales  and  conversions  thereof  as 
necessity  or  the  interest  of  the  parties  might  require." 

The  principles  thus  annoimced  by  Mr.  Justice  Tatlob 
were  fully  recognized  and  enforced  in  Tabor  v.  Tabor,  85 
Wis.  313,  55  N.  W.  702,  where  "a  testator,  after  giving  to 
his  wife  his  entire  estate,  'the  real  estate  in  fee  simple  and 
the  personal  estate  by  a  like  absolute  ownership,'  proceeded : 
'I  do  this  in  full  trust  and  confidence  that  she  will  provide 
for  the  distribution  of  the  same  by  her  last  will  and  testament 
among  our  children  [naming  them]  in  such  proportions  as 
shall  be  just  and  right ;  but  this  expression  of  trust  and  con- 
fidence is  not  to  be  interpreted  as  limiting  her  right  of  owner- 
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ship  or  power  of  distribution.  * "  And  it  was  held  "that  the 
precatory  words  were  advisory  merely,  and  no  trust  was  cre- 
ated.'^ 

The  principles  announced  in  both  of  those  cases  are  fully 
recognized  in  a  later  case  in  this  court  Swarthout  v.  Swarth- 
Old,  111  Wis.  102, 108-111,  86  N.  W.  658,  660,  661.  It  was 
there  said:  "Every  case  stands  upon  the  evidence  of  the  tes- 
tator's intention,  arising  out  of  each  will.''  In  that  case  par- 
ticular stress  was  placed  upon  the  expressed  desire  of  the  tes- 
tator that  the  property  and  estate  "devised,  or  so  much  there- 
of as  his  wife  might  "be  possessed  of  at  her  decease,  shall 
go  to  or  be  by  her  given  to  our  child  or  children,  if  any  there 
be  then  living." 

In  a  recent  case  decided  in  the  New  York  court  of  appeals 
the  testator  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  his  wife,  provided, 
however,  that,  if  any  part  thereof  remained  unexpended  or 
undisposed  of  at  her  death,  such  remainder  he  gave  to  his  son, 
and  added  this  clause :  "And  I  expect  and  desire  that  my  said 
wife  will  not  dispose  of  any  of  said  estate  by  will  in  such  a 
way  that  the  whole  that  might  remain  at  her  death  shall  go 
out  of  my  own  family  and  blood  relation."  In  re  Gardner, 
140  N.  Y.  122,  126,  35  N.  E.  439,  440.  The  widow  died 
leaving  a  will  by  which  she  gave  a  large  portion  of  such  re- 
mainder to  the  son  and  the  balance  to  a  sister.  The  court 
"held  that  the  power  to  dispose  given  by  the  will  included  the 
right  to  dispose  by  will ;  that  the  estate  of  the  wife  was  not 
qualified  by  the  concluding  paragraph  expressing  the  tes- 
tator's expectation  and  desire ;  also  that,  if  that  clause  should 
be  construed  as  implying  a  power  in  trust  in  favor  of  the  son, 
the  power  was  observed  and  fully  executed."    Id. 

In  a  more  recent  case  in  that  court  it  was  held:  "Where 
there  is  an  absolute  gift  of  real  or  personal  property,  in  order 
to  qualify  it,  or  cut  it  down,  the  latter  part  of  the  will  should 
show  an  equally  clear  intention  to  do  so,  by  the  use  of  words 
definite  in  their  meaning,  and  by  expressions  which  must  be 
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regarded  as  imperative."  Clay  v.  Wood,  153  N.  T.  134,  47 
N.  E.  274.  See,  also,  Collister  v.  Fassitt,  163  K  Y.  281, 
288,  296,  57  N.  E.  490. 

Upon  reason  and  authority  we  must  hold  that,  subject  to 
the  payment  of  debts,  legacies,  and  expenses,  the  testator,  by 
virtue  of  the  portion  of  the  will  above  quoted,  gave,  devised, 
and  bequeathed  to  his  wife  his  farm  and  all  the  money  de- 
rived from  his  life  insurance,  all  his  stock,  all  his  farming 
utensils,  and  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  estate 
of  every  kind  and  nature,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  for- 
ever. 

By  the  Court — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  with  direction  to  transmit 
the  record  to  the  county  court  for  further  proceedings  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  opinion.  The  taxable  costs  of  both  parties 
in  this  court  are  payable  out  of  the  estate. 


Merrell,  Appellant,  vs.  Purdy  and  wife,  Eespondents. 

September  12— October  9,  1906, 

Married  women:  Promissory  notes:  Separate  property:  Estoppel, 

A  married  woman,  though  possessing  separate  property.  Is  not  lia- 
ble In  an  action  at  law  upon  a  promissory  note  signed  by  her 
with  her  husband,  where  It  was  not  given  for  the  purchase 
price  of  any  property  bought  or  received  by  her,  was  not  in 
any  way  necessary  or  beneficial  to  the  management  or  enjoy- 
ment of  her  separate  property  or  business,  and  did  not  relate 
to  her  personal  services,  and  where  there  were  no  facts  creating 
an  estoppel. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Columbia 
county :  E.  Eay  Stevens,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

This  is  an  action  at  law  upon  a  joint  and  several  promis- 
sory note  for  $3,000  given  by  the  defendants,  who  are  hus- 
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band  and  wife,  to  the  plaintiff  August  28,  1901,  payable  one 
year  after  date.  The  defendant  Helen  M,  Purdy  defended 
on  the  ground  that  the  debt  represented  by  the  note  was  her 
husband's  debt  and  that  she  signed  the  note  as  accommoda- 
tion maker  only.  The  case  was  tried  before  the  court  and  a 
jury,  and  the  following  facts  were  practically  undisputed : 

Prior  to  the  year  1876  the  defendant  E.  S.  Purdy  and  one 
Henry  Merrell  (father  of  the  defendant  Ilelen  M.)  were 
partners  in  the  drug  business  at  Portage,  Wisconsin,  and  bor- 
rowed $3,000  of  one  Weir,  for  which  they  gave  the  firm  note. 
Henry  Merrell  died  in  1876  (the  Weir  note  being  still  un- 
paid), leaving  a  will,  which  was  duly  probated,  in  which  will 
he  made  a  specific  bequest  of  $3,000  to  Gordon  H.  Merrell, 
his  brother  and  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff,  and  bequeathed 
the  residuum  of  his  estate,  after  payment  of  specific  bequests, 
to  his  three  children,  of  whom  Helen  M.  was  one.  The  date 
of  the  settlement  of  the  estate  does  not  appear,  but  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  Helen  M.  received  some  property  under  the  will 
prior  to  January,  1883,  and  invested  it  in  business  real  es- 
tate in  the  city  of  Portage.  In  December,  1876,  the  execu- 
tors of  the  Merrell  estate,  of  whom  E.  8.  Purdy  was  one,  took 
$3,000  from  the  estate  and  took  up  the  Weir  note  and  turned 
it  over  to  Gordon  H.  Merrell  upon  his  legacy.  Whether  this 
was  received  by  Gordon  temporarily  as  security  or  perma- 
nently in  payment  of  his  legacy  is  disputed.  Gordon  held  the 
Weir  note  until  January  9,  1883,  E.  8.  Purdy  paying  the  in- 
terest regularly,  at  which  time  the  defendants  executed  and 
delivered  their  joint  and  several  note  to  Gordon  for  $3,000 
and  the  Weir  note  was  surrendered.  Gordon  Merrell  died  in 
1888  and  the  plaintiff,  as  his  heir  at  law,  became  the  owner 
of  the  note.  E,  8.  Purdy  paid  the  interest  regularly,  and  in 
August,  1901,  the  defendants  gave  to  the  plaintiff  the  note 
in  suit  to  take  up  the  note  of  1883.  Upon  this  note  interest 
was  paid  by  E.  8.  Purdy  up  to  June  1,  1905,  when  the  pay- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


9]  AUGUST  TEEM,  1906.  338 

MerreU  v.  Purdy,  129  Wis.  331. 

ments  ceased  and  this  action  was  brought.  In  1882  the  de- 
fendant Helen  M,  Purdy  commenced  the  erection  of  a  store 
building  on  her  lot  in  the  city  of  Portage,  and  the  plaintiff 
claims  that  at  some  time  in  the  spring  of  that  year  E.  S. 
Purdy  came  to  her  husband  and  stated  that  Helen  could  not 
build  her  building  unless  he  would  lend  her  the  money  repre- 
sented by  the  Weir  note,  and  that  the  note  of  1883  was  exe- 
cuted in  pursuance  of  that  conversation.  The  conversation 
was  denied  by  E,  S.  Purdy  and  there  was  no  proof  that  Helen 
had  any  knowledge  of  it.  There  was  also  evidence  offered  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  effect  that  in  1899  the  defendant  Helen 
stated  to  one  Miss  Pettibone,  who  represented  the  plaintiff, 
that  her  husband  had  transferred  his  stock  in  the  drug  busi- 
ness to  her  so  that  his  creditors  could  not  trouble  him,  but  that 
she  considered  Mrs.  MerrelVs  debt  sacred.  This  conversa- 
tion was  denied  by  Mrs.  Purdy.  The  court  submitted  to  the 
jury  questions  for  a  special  verdict,  which  with  their  answers 
are  as  follows : 

"(1)  Did  the  defendant  E.  S.  Purdy  represent  to  the 
plaintiff  and  to  her  husband,  before  the  note  of  January  9, 
1883,  was  executed,  that  the  defendant  Helen  M.  Purdy 
could  not  put  up  her  building  unless  the  note  of  January  9, 
1883,  was  accepted  in  place  of  the  Weir  note?  A.  Yes. 
(2)  Did  the  defendant  Helen  M.  Purdy  in  1899  represent  to 
Miss  Pettibone,  representing  the  plaintiff,  that  the  property 
of  the  defendant  E.  S.  Purdy  had  been  transferred  to  her  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  claims  against  him?  A.  Yes.  (3)  If 
your  answer  to  the  second  question  be  'Yes,'  then  did  the 
plaintiff  rely  upon  such  representation  when  die  accepted  the 
note  of  August  28,  1901  ?    A.  Yes." 

The  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment  on  the  special  verdict 
against  Helen  M.  Purdy,  which  motion  being  denied  she 
moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  for  a  new  trial,  which  mo- 
tion being  also  denied,  judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
defendant  E.  8.  Purdy  for  the  amount  of  the  note  with  costs, 
and  in  favor  of  the  defendant  Helen  M,  Purdy  against  the 
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plaintiff  without  costs.  From  that  part  of  the  judgment  in 
favor  of  Helen  M.  Purdy  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

Daniel  H.  Qrady,  for  the  appellant 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  /.  ff.  Rogers  and 
A.  H.  Blatchley,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Blatchley. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  The  question  presented  is  the  question  as  to 
the  liability  of  a  married  woman  upon  a  promissory  note  in 
an  action  at  law.  The  principles  governing  the  contracts  of 
married  women  are  fairly  well  settled  in  this  state  and  may 
be  briefly  stated  as  follows:  (1)  A  married  woman,  whether 
possessed  of  a  separate  estate  or  not,  may  purchase  property, 
real  or  personal,  and  give  her  obligation  for  the  purchase 
price,  which  obligation  will  bind  her  at  law  as  if  she  were  a 
feme  sole,  provided  the  title  of  the  property  purchased  passes 
to  her ;  and  this  she  may  do  regardless  of  the  purpose  to  which 
she  intends  to  devote  such  property.  Kriz  v.  Peege,  119 
Wis.  105,  95  N.  W.  108.  (2)  A  married  woman  possessed  of 
a  separate  estate  or  business,  or  who  is  rendering  personal 
services  to  some  person  other  than  her  husband,  may  make 
all  contracts  necessary  or  convenient  for  the  management  or 
enjoyment  of  the  estate  or  the  carrying  on  of  the  business,  or 
relating  to  her  personal  services,  and  such  contracts  will  be 
enforceable  at  law.  Mueller  v.  Wiese,  95  Wis.  381,  YO  N.  W. 
485;  Eitter  v.  Brass,  116  Wis.  55,  92  N.  W.  361.  (3)  A 
married  woman  possessing  separate  property  may  bind  her- 
self at  law  by  estoppel.  8.  D,  Seavey  Co.  v.  Campbell,  115 
Wis.  603,  91  N.  W.  655.  (4)  A  married  woman  may  by 
proper  instrument  charge  her  separate  property  for  any  obli- 
gation, even  for  her  husband's  debt,  but  this  charge  is  only 
enforceable  in  equity.  Mueller  v.  Wiese,  supra;  Hollister  v. 
Bell,  107  Wis.  198,  83  N.  W.  297 ;  Loizeaux  v.  Fremder,  123 
Wis.  193, 101  N.  W.  423. 

It  is  only  necessary  to  apply  these  propositions  to  the  un- 
disputed facts  of  the  present  case  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  as 
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to  the  correctness  of  the  judgment.  It  will  be  at  once  seen 
that  the  fourth  proposition  has  no  possible  application  to  the 
case  as  there  was  no  attempt  here  to  charge  Mrs.  Purdy' s  sep- 
arate estate,  and  the  action  is  a  straight  action  at  law  to  en- 
force a  legal  liability.  It  is  equally  apparent  that  the  first 
proposition  does  not  apply  because  Mrs.  Purdy  neither  bought 
nor  received  any  separate  property  when  she  signed  the  note 
of  1883  or  the  renewal  note  of  1901. 

This  leaves  only  the  second  and  third  propositions  to  be 
considered.  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  joint  note  in 
1883  Mrs.  Purdy  had  a  separate  estate  composed  of  the  store 
building  and  lot,  and  possibly  some  remaining  interest  in  the 
residuum  of  the  estate  of  Henry  Merrell,  although  the  evi-- 
dence  leaves  this  latter  element  in  doubt  Assuming  such  to 
be  the  fact,  however,  it  is  impossible  to  see  how  the  execution 
of  that  note  by  Mrs.  Purdy  was  in  any  way  necessary  or  bene- 
ficial to  the  management  or  enjoyment  of  any  of  her  property. 
The  evidence  is  positive  and  imcontradicted  that  none  of  the 
money  represented  by  that  note  went  into  her  real  estate. 
True,  there  is  evidence  that  Mr.  Purdy  in  1882  represented 
to  Gordon  Merrell  that  Mrs.  Purdy  could  not  build  her  build- 
ing without.it,  but  there  was  no  evidence  that  she  authorized 
such  representation,  and,  as  said  before,  the  evidence  was  un- 
<;ontradicted  that  it  did  not,  in  fact,  go  into  the  building.  Did 
the  giving  of  that  note  in  any  way  benefit  or  conserve  her 
residuary  interest  in  the  estate  of  Henry  Merrell  ?  The  an- 
swer to  this  question  depends  upon  whether  Gordon  Merrell 
had  released  his  claim  for  the  $3,000  legacy  prior  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note  or  whether  he  release^  it  in  consideration 
of  such  execution.  If  that  claim  had  previously  been  re- 
leased, then  it  is  plain  that  the  estate  could  in  no  way  be  ben- 
efited by  the  subsequent  execution  of  the  note.  The  written 
release  was  not  found  and  the  evidence  does  not  fix  its  date. 
Two  witnesses  testified  as  to  the  time  it  was  given,  viz.,  Mr. 
Purdy  and  the » plaintiff.     Mr.  Purdy  testifies  that  it  was 
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given,  he  thinks,  in  December,  1876,  and  the  plaintiff  testifies 
that  it  was  given  in  the  spring  of  1882.  There  is  absolutely 
no  testimony  that  it  was  given  at  any  later  date  or  in  consider- 
iation  of  the  execution  of  the  note  of  1883 ;  hence  there  is  na 
room  for  a  claim  that  the  estate  of  Henry  Merrell  received  any 
benefit  by  the  execution  of  the  note.  The  second  proposition, 
therefore,  has  no  application  to  the  case. 

The  claim  of  estoppel  is  equally  untenable.  Accepting  the 
answers  of  the  jury  in  the  special  verdict  as  true,  no  estoppel 
is  shown.  The  representation  found  to  have  been  made  by 
Mr.  Purdy  was  not  authorized  by  Mrs.  Purdy,  nor  was  it 
shown  to  have  caused  any  change  of  position  on  the  part  of 
Gordon  Merrell.  The  representation  made  by  Mrs.  Purdy  in 
1899  as  to  the  transfer  of  her  husband's  property  to  her  was^ 
followed  by  no  change  of  position  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Merrell. 
The  new  note  was  simply  a  renewal  of  the  old.  No  security 
was  surrendered  or  lost  by  Mrs.  Merrell  by  reason  of  this  re- 
newal, nor  was  there  any  change  of  position. 

The  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case  renders  immaterial  any 
discussion  of  the  rulings  upon  evidence. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  afiSrmed. 


Smith,  Eespondent,  vs.  City  of  Burlington  and  others,. 

Appellants. 

Septemher  13—Octoher  9,  1906. 

Municipal  corporations:  Acquirinff  steam  or  water  power  for  light- 
ing plants,  etc.:  Vote  of  electors:  Construction  of  statutes:  Con- 
stitutional law:  Classification  of  cities:  Injunction:  Extent. 

X.  Sec  1»  ch.  95,  Laws  of  1901,  la  temifi  graats  to  cities  of  the^ 
fourth  class  power  to  purchase,  lease,  or  construct  Bteain  power 
or  water  power  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  and  operating 
lighting  plants  and  waterworks.    Sec.  2  provlfles  that  the  power 
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granted  in  sec.  1  shall  he  exercised  only  when  ratified  hy  a 
two-thirds  Yote  at  a  special  election.  Construing  said  act  in 
the  light  of  other  legislation  on  the  general  subject,  it  is  held 
that,  even  if  the  power  in  terms  granted  by  sec.  1  existed  under 
prior  statutes,  it  is  subject  to  the  condition  imposed  by  sec.  2. 

2.  The  exercise  of  the  power  mentioned  is  equally  subject  to  said 

condition  whether  the  attempt  be  to  acquire  the  steam  or  water 
power  as  a  separate  undertaking  or  as  incidental  to  or  a  part  of 
a  general  plan  for  construction  of  a  lighting  plant  or  water- 
works. 

3.  Where  the  words  of  a  statute  are  plain  and  unambiguous  and 

not  absurd,  courts  must  be  guided  thereby,  and  not  by  extrinsic 
facts  and  circumstances,  in  ascertaining  the  legislative  intention. 

4.  A  statute-  not  applicable  to  larger  cities,  but  requiring  in  cities 

of  the  fourth  class  the  approval  of  the  electors  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  for  acquiring  steam  or  water  power  for  light  or  water  sup- 
ply, does  not  involve  an  Improper  classification  of  cities  on  a 
basis  not  germane  to  the  subject  of  the  act. 

5.  An  in  junctional  order  restraining  a  city  of  the  fourth  class  from 

entering  into  any  contract  or  Issuing  any  bonds  for  the  con- 
struction of  an  electric  lighting  t>lant  pursuant  to  proceedings 
set  forth  in  the  complaint,  which  proceedings  Involved  the  ac- 
quisition of  steam  or  water  power  for  such  plant  in  violation 
of  ch.  95,  Laws  of  1901,  is  held  not  so  broad  as  to  bar  the  com- 
mencement of  new  proceedings  for  the  establishment  of  a  light- 
ing system  which  did  not  Include  the  acquisition  of  steam  or 
water  power. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Racine 
county:  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Action  brought  by  a  taxpayer  to  enjoin  the  city  and  its  of- 
ficers from  entering  into  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  an 
electric  lighting  plant  pursuant  to  proceedings  theretofore 
had  and  from  issuing  or  negotiating  bonds  therefor  and  from 
collecting  taxes  pursuant  to  an  ordinance  to  meet  such  bonds. 
It  appears  on  the  pleadings  that  the  defendant  city  is  a  city 
of  the  fourth  class,  existing  under  ch.  4:0a,  Stats.  1898 ;  that 
in  May,  1895,  the  council  adopted  certain  pkns  and  specifi- 
cations for  an  electric  lighting  plant  for  lighting  the  streets 
of  said  city,  which  included  the  erection  and  construction  of 
a  steam  power  plant  to  operate  the  same  as  a  part  of  the  en- 
VoL.  129—22 
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tire  plan.  Thereupon,  by  ordinance,  provision  was  made  for 
the  issue  and  sale  of  $12,000  of  city  bonds  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  such  electric  lighting  works ;  such  issue  of  bonds 
to  be  made  only  after  a  special  election  to  approve  the  same. 
A  special  election  was  held  upon  the  single  question  of  issu- 
ing bonds,  and  a  bare  majority  of  the  votes  cast  were  in  favor 
thereof,  much  less  than  two  thirds.  Thereupon  an  ordinance 
•was  enacted  levying  taxes  to  meet  the  principal  and  interest 
of  the  bonds,  namely,  $2,200  for  the  year  1906,  and  substan- 
tially equal  instalments  for  each  of  the  succeeding  years  to 
1911.  The  mayor  and  city  clerk  were  directed  to  advertise 
for  bids  for  said  bonds,  and  also  for  bids  for  constructing  the 
electric  li^t  plant  in  accordance  with  said  plans  and  specifi- 
cations, and  they  intended  and  threatened  to  proceed  so  to  do. 

Upon  complaint  and  answer  showing  substantially  the  fore- 
going facts,  preliminary  injxmctional  order  was  made  enjoin- 
ing the  defendants  to  "desist  and  refrain  from  awarding  or 
entering  into  any  contract  for  the  purchase  of  material  or 
machinery,  or  for  the  erection  and  construction  of  an  electric 
lighting  plant  in  the  city  of  Burlington  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
ceedings heretofore  had  therefor,  as  set  out  in  the  complaint ; 
and  from  awarding,  issuing,  or  negotiating  the  corporate 
bonds  of  said  city  of  Burlington  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for, 
erecting,  or  cohstructing  such  electric  lighting  plant;"  also 
from  entering  upon  the  tax  roll  or  collecting  any  assessment 
or  tax  for  the  principal  or  interest  of  such  bonds.  After  due 
hearing  upon  notice  of  motion  to  vacate  or  modify  such  re- 
•straining  order,  such  latter  motion  was  denied,  from  which 
order  of  denial  the  defendants  bring  this  appeal 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  E.  John  Wehm- 
Jioff,  attorney,  and  Jones  &  Schubring,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  Mr.  Wehmhoff  and  Mr.  E.  J.  B.  Schubring. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  WaUer  &  Oittings, 
attorneys,  and  John  B.  Simmons,  of  counsel,  and  wral  argu- 
ment by  Mr.  Simmons. 
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Dodge,  J.  This  case  presents  another  of  the  labyrinthian 
complications  which  the  various  legislative  acts  have  thrown 
around  the  subject  of  the  establishment  of  municipal  water- 
works and  lighting  plants  and  the  incurring  of  municipal  in- 
debtedness therefor,  many  of  which  were  so  impressively  set 
forth  in  Appleton  W.  W.  Co.  v.  Appleton,  116  Wis.  363,  93 
X.  W.  262.  The  statute  now  presented  was  not  mentioned 
or  considered  in  that  case.  It  is  ch.  95,  Laws  of  1901,  and 
provides,  by  sec  1,  that  every  city  of  the  fourth  class  "is 
hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  purchase,  lease  or  con- 
struct steam  power  or  water  power  for  the  purposes  of  main- 
taining and  operating  for  public  use  lighting  plants  and 
waterworks."  Sec  2  provides  that  the  auUiority  and  power 
granted  in  sec  1  shall  be  exercised  only  when  ratified  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  at  a  special  election,  with  proviso  that  no  such 
exercise  of  the  power  shall  require  the  expenditure  of  a  sum 
greater  than  three  per  cent,  of  the  taxable  property  in  any 
one  year.  It  is  urged  by  the  appellants  that  under  various 
existing  provisions  of  statute  cities  of  the  fourth  class  had, 
prior  to  this  act,  full  power  and  authority  to  erect  and  estab- 
lish lighting  plants,  and,  as  an  incident  and  element  thereof, 
to  purchase,  lease,  or  construct  either  the  steam  or  water 
power  necessary  to  operate  the  same,  and  that  no  sudi  power 
or  authority  was  granted  or  conferred  by  the  act  of  1901, 
from  which  they  argue  that  the  restrictions  imposed  by  sec.  2 
of  that  act,  applying  only,  as  they  do,  to  the  power  and  au- 
thority granted  by  the  first  section,  have  no  application  to  a 
power  formerly  existing  and  not  so  granted.  This  argument 
is  not  unlike  one  that  was  made  and  refuted  in  the  Appleton 
Case.  It  is  by  no  means  an  unusual  form  for  statutes  to,  in 
terms,  make  a  grant  of  power  which  already  exists,  and  then 
to  impose  restrictions  or  regulations  upon  the  exercise  of  that 
power,  meaning  no  more  by  the  apparent  grant  than  to  define 
the  power  upon  which  it  is  proposed  to  impose  such  restric- 
tions and  r^ulations;  the  latter  constituting  the  whole  pur- 
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pose  of  the  act,  and  the  first  section/  in  terms  a  grant,  being 
only  adopted  as  a  convenient  method  of  definition  of  that  to 
which  the  second  section  should  apply.  After  examination 
of  this  act  in  the  light  of  the  various  other  legislation  on  the 
general  subject,  we  are  convinced  that  such  was  the  purpose 
of  cL  96,  Laws  of  1901,  and  that,  whether  or  not  the  first 
section  did  confer  any  new  power,  the  second  section  imposed 
a  condition  of  a  two-thirds  vote  upon  the  exercise  of  the 
power  to  lease,  purchase,  or  construct  steam  or  water  power 
for  the  purposes  of  maintaining  and  operating  lighting  plants 
or  waterworks. 

»  But  here,  again,  the  appellant  urges  that,  in  the  light  of 
existing  powers  and  of  some  facts  in  the  history  of  this  enact- 
ment, this  law  should  be  read  as  only  placing  limitations  upon 
an  attempt  by  a  city  to  acquire  steam  or  water  power  as  sep- 
arate imdertaking  distinct  from  a  gejieral  proceeding  to  con- 
struct a  system  of  mimicipal  lighting  or  waterworks;  point- 
ing out  the  probability  that  there  were  cities  in  the  state  al- 
ready owning  such  plants  but  dependent  for  their  operation 
upon  power  owned  by  others,  or  cities  which  desired  to  avail 
themselves  of  an  opportunity  to  acquire  such  power  before 
they  were  prepared  to  enter  upon  the  construction  or  acquisi- 
tion of  a  system  of  lighting  or  waterworks,  and  as  anticipa- 
tory thereto.  It  may  be  that  some  such  limited  purpose  was 
in  the  minds  of  the  legislators;  but,  where  words  are  plain 
and  not  absurd,  courts  must  be  guided  thereby,  and  not  by 
extrinsic  facts  and  circumstances,  in  ascertaining  the  legis- 
lative intention.  In  the  statute  before  us  there  is  nothing 
of  ambiguity  in  the  declaration  that  ratification  by  a  two- 
thirds  popular  vote  must  be  had  as  a  condition  of  the  exer- 
cise by  the  city  of  the  power  to  purchase,  lease,  or  construct 
steam  or  water  power,  and  there  is  no  word  to  suggest  an  ex- 
ception in  case  such  power  is  attempted  to  be  acquired  as  in- 
cidental to  or  a  part  of  a  general  plan  for  construction  of 
lighting  or  water  works.     We  deem  ourselves  bound  to  give 
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effect  to  these  plain  words  without  searching  for  some  legis- 
lative purpose  other  than  they  express,  and  to  hold  that  the 
action  of  the  defendant  city  in  this  case,  in  'proceeding  to  let 
contracts  and  issue  bonds  for  the  construction  and  acquisition 
of  steam  power  to  run  a  lighting  plant,  was  forbidden  by  law, 
although  such  contract  also  included  the  construction  of  the 
lighting  system. 

Appellant  argues  that,  as  we  construe  the  act  of  1901,  it  is 
unconstitutional,  because  involving  a  classification  of  cities 
according  to  population,  which,  as  argued,  presents  no  dis- 
tinction germane  to  the  legislation.  The  general  propriety 
of  the  classification  of  municipalities  according  to  population 
for  the  purpose  of  conferring  different  powers  and  imposing 
different  restrictions  has  been  asserted  so  many  times  and  so 
uniformly  by  this  court  that  we  need  but  refer  to  some  of 
our  prior  decisions :  Land,  L.  &  L,  Co,  v.  Brown,  73  Wis.  294, 
40  N.  W.  482 ;  Johnson  v.  Milwaukee,  88  Wis.  383,  60  K  W. 
270;  Adams  v.  Beloit,  105  Wis.  363,  81  N.  W.  869;  State 
ex  rel  Bisch  v.  Trustees,  121  Wis.  44,  98  K  W.  954;  Bing- 
ham V.  Milwavkee  Co.  127  Wis.  344,  106  N.  W.  1071. 
Nevertheless,  each  new  piece  of  legislation  involving  this 
classification  presents  again  the  question  of  relationship  be- 
tween its  subject  and  the  distinction  between  the  larger  and 
denser  community  and  the  smaller  one;  not  whether  such 
distinction  renders  the  variance  in  legislation  wise,  but 
whether  any  reasonable  mind  can  conceive  relationship  be- 
tween them.  The  effect  of  the  statute  attacked  is  to  require 
popular  approval  for  acquiring  steam  or  water  power  for 
light  or  water  supply  more  completely  in  the  small  city  than 
in  the  large  one.  Much  legislation,  from  the  earliest  days, 
has  assumed  the  legitimacy  of  such  distinction.  Many  steps 
involving  the  making  of  public  improvements  and  consequent 
incurring  of  pecuniary  burdens  are  required  to  receive  the 
sanction  of  the  electors  in  towns,  but  not  in  cities.  Many 
things  may  be  done  by  the  supervisors  of  towns  containing 
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unincorporated  villages  of  1,000  population,  which  in  other 
towns  must  be  voted  at  the  town  meeting.  So,  throughout 
the  statutes  regulating  cities,  we  find  different  limitations  ac- 
cording to  the  classes  as  to  the  powers  of  the  government 
in  the  field  of  public  improvements  and  the  necessity  of  ap- 
proval by  the  electors.  We  think  very  obvious  relationship 
may  be  discovered  between  the  size  of  a  city  and  the  pro- 
priety of  burdening  it  with  the  cost  of  acquiring  and  main- 
taining so  expensive  plants  as  for  light  and  water  with  power 
plants  sufficient  to  operate  them.  Such  plants  are  of  much 
more  doubtful  necessity  and  prosperity  to  the  small  city  than 
to  the  large.  They  involve  much  more  of  speculation  and 
experiment.  Expenses  of  operation,  especially  of  competent 
superintendence,  are  likely  to  be  proportionately  greater. 
These  and  other  considerations  suggest  the  propriety  of  sub- 
mitting the  questions  directly  to  those  who  must  ultimately 
bear  the  burden  of  any  mistake  or  failura  Again,  as  sug- 
gested by  respondent's  counsel,  the  comparative  ease  of  sub- 
mission of  a  question  to  a  small  electorate,  and  the  greater 
attention  ordinarily  paid  to  municipal  affairs,  might  well 
have  been  considered  a  legitimate  reason  for  confining  such 
a  law  to  the  smaller  cities.  We  are  not  able  to  assert  that 
the  legislature  could  not  have  found  reasons  appealing  to  it 
as  cogent  for  requiring  a  two-thirds  popular  vote  in  cities  of 
the  fourth  class  not  equally  necessary  in  larger  cities,  and 
therefore  cannot  declare  beyond  reasonable  doubt  that  this 
enactment  transcends  the  legislative  power. 

Some  contention  is  made  that  the  injunctional  order  is 
too  sweeping  and  restrains  the  city  from  doing  acts  in  the 
way  of  establishment  of  a  system  of  poles,  wires,  and  electric 
lights,  independently  of  the  acquisition  or  construction  of 
steam  or  water  power  therefor;  for  which  action  it  is  con- 
tended no  two-thirds  popular  vote  is  required.  The  tem- 
porary injunction  merely  restrains  the  city  from  entering 
into  any  contract  for  material  or  construction  of  an  electric 
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lifting  plant  "pursuant  to  the  proceedings  heretofore  had" 
as  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  and  from  issuing  or  negotiating 
bonds  for  the  construction  of  said  electric  lighting  plant  "pur- 
suant to  the  proceedings  had  therefor  as  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint," and  from  collecting  any  taxes  for  the  purpose  of  pay- 
ing the  interest  or  principal  of  such  bonds.  It  appears, 
without  dispute,  from  the  proceedings,  that  the  only  plan 
upon  which  the  council  has  acted  or  the  public  voted  is  a 
single  complete  plan  including  the  construction  of  a  steam 
power  plant,  and  the  only  resolution  for  the  issue  of  bonds 
is  to  supply  money  for  that  entire  purpose,  and  it  is  obvious 
that  the  present  injunctional  order  does  not  go  beyond  preven- 
tion of  steps  injurious  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  taxpayer  in  pur- 
suance of  a  definite  and  declared  plan  which,  as  we  have 
already  said,  is  unlawful  and  beyond  the  power  of  the  city. 
If  the  purpose  is  forbidden,  the  raising  of  money  therefor 
either  by  taxation  or  the  issue  of  bonds  is  illegal.  We  deem 
it  entirely  plain  that  the  present  injunctional  order  could  be 
no  bar  to  coromencement  of  new  proceedings  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  street  lighting  system  which  did  not  include 
the  construction  or  acquisition  of  a  steam  or  water  power 
plant 

By  the  Court. — Order  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


Seifen,  Respondent,  vs.  City  of  Racine,  Appellant 

8epte7nl>er  13-— October  9,  1906. 

Judgment:  Res  judicata:  Amendment  of  pleading:  Immaterial  error: 
Offlcers:  Policemen:  Attempted  removal:  Validity  of  appoint- 
ment: Abandonment  of  office:  Right  to  salary. 

1.  A  judgment  against  the  validity  of  the  summary  removal  of  a 
policeman  from  office,  rendered  in  certiorari  proceedings  where- 
in  no  question  as  to  his  original  appointment  was  considered, 
does  not  render  the  validity  of  such  appointment  res  judicata. 
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2.  Refusal  to  allow  a  proper  amendment  of  an  answer  was  not  a 

prejudicial  error,  where  evidence  was  admitted  as  though  the 
amendment  had  been  made;  and  on  appeal  it  will  be  deemed  to 
have  been  made. 

3.  The  evidence  in  this  case — showing,  among  other  things,  that 

plaintiff  performed  the  duties  and  was  paid  the  salary  of  a  po- 
liceman for  a  certain  period;  that  he  had  theretofore,  after  ex- 
amination by  the  police  commission,  been  placed  upon  the  eligi- 
ble list;  that  a  certificate  approving  his  appointment,  executed 
for  the  commission  by  its  secretary,  had  been  filed  with  the  city 
clerk;  and  that  he  had  duly  qualified  before  entering  the  serv- 
ice— is  held  sufficient  to  show  due  appointment  to  the  office  of 
policeman. 

4.  Upon  receiving  notice  of  removal  from  office,  believing  he  had 

been  legally  discharged,  a  policeman  delivered  to  the  city  such 
articles  of  property  as  it  had  furnished  to  him  for  use  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties,  but  upon  obtaining  advice  of  counsel 
that  the  attempted  removal  was  invalid  he  commenced  proceed- 
ings to  test  its  validity.  Held,  that  he  had  not  acquiesced  In 
the  removal  or  surrendered  or  abandoned  the  office. 
6.  Shortly  after  an  attempted  removal  of  plaintift  from  the  office  of 
policeman,  other  policemen  were  appointed,  but  to  none  of  such 
new  men  were  assigned  the  duties  which  plaintiff  had  per- 
formed, such  duties  being  performed  by  an  older  member  of 
the  force.  The  salary  attached  to  plaintiff's  office  was  $65  per 
month,  and  the  new  appointees  received  each  $55  per  month. 
Held,  that  no  other  person  was  performing  the  duties  and  re- 
ceiving the  emoluments  of  the  office  to  which  plaintiff  had  title, 
and  that  for  the  time  during  which  he  was  unlawfully  pre- 
vented from  performing  such  duties  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
the  salary  of  the  office. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Racine 
county :  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

An  action  to  recover  the  salary  which  plaintiff  alleges  is 
due  him  as  policeman  of  the  city  of  Eacine  from  February  1, 
1905,  to  July  1,  1905,  at  the  rate  of  $65  per  month.  It  ap- 
pears that  plaintiff  had  been  performing  the  services  of  a 
policeman  for  the  city  from  March  1,  19.00,  to  the  let  day 
of  February,  1905,  under  an  alleged  appointment,  and  that 
he  had  received  the  compensation  of  a  policeman.  On  Jan- 
uary 23,  1905,  by  letter  from  the  secretary  of  the  police  and 
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fire  commission,  plaintiff's  resignation  was  requested,  to  take 
effect  the  ensuing  February  1st.  He  disregarded  the  request. 
On  January  28th  he  received  notice,  signed  by  the  members 
of  the  commission,  that  he  had  been  removed  from  the  police 
department,  and  that  the  removal  would  take  effect  February 
Ist  following.  He  thereupon  left  his  keys  and  other  belong- 
ings of  the  city  at  the  police  office,  in  the  belief  that  they 
could  be  demanded  of  him  after  the  notice  given  him.  He 
was  at  that  time  of  the  opinion  that  he  could  not  demand  to 
be  kept  in  the  actual  employ  and  the  performance  of  the 
service  of  policeman.  He  thereafter  consulted  coimsel  and, 
pursuant  to  their  advice,  in  May,  1905,  he  commenced  cer- 
tiorari proceedings  to  test  the  legality  of  the  commission's 
action  in  summarily  removing  him.  On  July  6,  1905,  the 
court  decreed  that  the  attempted  removal  of  the  plaintiff 
from  his  office  of  policeman  was  illegal,  and  declared  the  ac- 
tion for  naught.  Other  proceedings  were  taken,  and  by  this 
second  proceeding  plaintiff  was  regularly  suspended  and  re- 
moved by  the  commission  from  and  after  July  1,  1905. 
Plaintiff  was  not  assigned  to  perform  any  police  duty  from 
February  1  to  July  1,  1905.  The  police  and  fire  commis- 
sion and  the  chief  of  police  appointed  policemen  immedi- 
ately after  plaintiff  had  been  notified  of  his  summary  re- 
moval on  January  28,  1905,  and  they  qualified  and  en- 
tered upon  the  performance  of  police  duties  for  the  city. 
The  persons  so  appointed  received  a  compensation  of  $55 
per  month.  So  far  as  appears,  no  person  was  appointed  in 
the  plaintiff's  place,  and  the  services  on  the  particular  beat 
which  plaintiff  had  performed  on  and  before  he  received  the 
notice  on  January  28,  1905,  were  thereafter  performed  by  a 
member  of  the  police  force  who  had  been  in  the  service  for 
a  considerable  time  before  plaintiff  was  notified  to  quit  the 
service. 

The  court  found  that  from  February  1  to  July  1,  1905, 
plaintiff  was  a  duly  appointed  and  qualified  police  officer  of 
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the  defendant  city;  that  the  emoluments  attached  to  the  of- 
fice consisted  of  a  salary  of  $65  per  month;  that  the  at- 
tempted removal  of  the  plaintiff  from  this  oflSice  by  the  police 
and  fire  commission  on  January  28,  1905,  had  been  declared 
by  judgment  of  the  court  to  be  illegal  and  ineffectual,  and 
that  such  judgment  was  still  in  force ;  that  no  person  had  been 
appointed  to  fill  the  office,  and  that  from  February  1  to  July 
1,  1905,  no  person  occupied  the  office  of  policeman  held  by 
this  plaintiff;  that  the  action  of  the  city,  through  its  chief  of 
police  and  the  police  and  fire  commission,  prevented  plaintiff 
from  performing  the  actual  service  of  this  office  for  this- 
period;  and  that  plaintiff  at  no  time  had  resigned,  sur- 
rendered, or  abandoned  the  office  so  held  by  him.  Upon  this 
state  of  facts  the  court  held  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to- 
judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  salary  attached  to  the  office, 
with  interest  from  the  time  the  monthly  instalments  were 
due  and  payable.     This  is  an  appeal  from  such  judgment 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  E.  R,  Burgess,  city 
attorney,  and  M.  E,  Walker,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Boy  Burgess. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Thompson  &  Har- 
vey, attorneys,  and  C.  C.  Gittings,  of  coimsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment hy  Fidion  llio-rnpson. 

SiEBECKER,  J.  The  defendant  asked  leave  to  amend  its 
answer,  at  the  beginning  of  the  trial  of  the  case,  by  denying 
that  plaintiff  had  ever  been  appointed  a  policeman  for  the 
defendant  city  as  alleged  in  the  complaint.  The  court  held 
its  ruling  on  this  motion  in  abeyance,  but  permitted  proof  to 
be  received  as  if  an  issue  had  been  raised  as  to  this  question, 
and  at  the  time  of  making  its  decision  held  the  amendment 
unnecessary,  upon  the  ground  that  this  issue  was  covered  by 
the  judgment  in  the  certiorari  proceeding.  That  proceeding, 
however,  does  not  show  that  any  question  was  adjudicated  ex- 
cept the  one  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  proceeding  for  the  re- 
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moval  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  office  of  policseman,  instituted 
January  28,  1905,  by  the  police  and  fire  commission.  The 
question  of  plaintiff's  original  appointment  to  the  office  seems 
not  to  have  been  tried  or  considered  in  that  proceeding,  nor 
was  it  necessarily  involved  in  passing  upon  the  question  then 
expressly  determined  by  the  court  Under  these  circum- 
stances the  judgment  in  that  case  upon  that  question  is  not 
res  adjudicata  in  this  case.  Lindemann  v.  Rusk,  125  Wis. 
210,  104  N".  W.  119,  and  cases  cited.  Defendant's  amend- 
ment should  have  been  allowed ;  but,  since  the  proof  was  re- 
ceived as  if  the  issue  had  been  raised,  no  prejudicial  error 
was  committed,  and  the  ahswer  will  be  deemed  so  amended 
on  this  appeal.  Oill  v.  Rice,  13  Wis.  549 ;  Nelson  v.  Camp- 
bell &  C.  Co.,  ante,  p.  82,  107  K  W.  297. 

It  is  urged  that  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  plaintiff 
was  appointed  a  policeman  as  alleged.  It  appears  that  he 
entered  the  city's  service  as  a  policeman  on  the  2d  day  of 
March,  1900,  that  he  performed  the  duties  of  that  office 
until  February  1,  1905,  and  that  he  was  paid  the  salary  at- 
tadied  to  the  office.  It  is  contended  that  his  appointment 
was  not  valid  because  the  police  and  fire  commission  failed 
properly  to  approve  it.  Their  action  is  evidenced  by  a  cer- 
tificate reciting  that  the  board  approved  the  appointment. 
This  was  executed  for  the  board  by  the  secretary  of  the  com- 
mission and  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  city  clerk.  It  also 
appears  that,  after  an  examination  to  test  his  qualification, 
plaintiff  had  been  placed  on  the  list  of  the  board  as  eligible 
to  appointment  in  the  service ;  that  he  duly  qualified  before 
entering  upon  the  service  by  filing  the  proper  oath  and  bond 
required  by  law.  Xo  evidence  adduced  impeaches  the  in- 
ference, from  these  acts,  that  the  board  took  the  steps  re- 
quired of  it  for  plaintiff's  appointment  as  a  police  officer. 
We  must  hold  that  the  evidence  sufficiently  shows  that  plaint- 
iff was  duly  appointed  to  the  (^ce  at  the  time  he  entered  upon 
the  service. 
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It  is  claimed  that  plaintiff  resigned,  surrendered,  or  aban- 
doned the  office  on  February  1,  1905.  This  claim  is  pred- 
icated upon  the  fact  that  he  acquiesced  in  the  notice  and 
demand  of  the  chief  of  police  and  the  commission  of  his 
"removal  from  office,  and  surrendered  to  the  city  whatever 
articles  of  property  he  had  in  his  possession  furnished  him 
by  the  city  for  use  in  the  performance  of  his  official  duties. 
The  evidence  is  clear  that  plaintiff  was  induced  to  deliver 
these  articles  in  the  belief  that  the  city  officers  had  properly 
discharged  him  from  the  service.  Upon  seeking  the  advice 
of  counsel  and  being  informed  that  the  action  taken  was 
ineffectual,  he  protested  against  such  action  by  instituting 
proceedings  to  set  it  .aside  and  declare  it  for  naught,  and 
he  thereby  asserted  his  title  to  the  office.  The  court  prop- 
erly held  upon  the  evidence  that  he  did  not  acquiesce  in 
the  removal,  or  surrender  the  office,  and  that  he  did  not  aban- 
don it. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  finding  that 
the  duties  of  the  office  which  plaintiff  had  held  were  not 
in  fact  performed  and  exercised  by  another  person  from  the 
time  plaintiff  ceased  performing  them  on  February  1,  1905. 
It  is  averred  that  another  person  was  in  fact  appointed  to  the 
office,  and  that  he  performed  the  services  and  received  the 
emoluments  attached  to  it  for  the  period  for  which  plaintiff 
now  seeks  to  recover.  Does  the  proof  show  that  another  per- 
son was  appointed  to  the  office  held  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
he  performed  the  services  and  received  the  emoluments  at- 
tached to  it?  The  evidence  material  to  the  inquiry  is  that 
the  police  and  fire  commission  and  the  chief  of  police  selected 
several  persons  eligible  to  appointment  in  the  police  service 
of  the  city  shortly  after  January  28,  1905,  when  they  at- 
tempted to  remove  plaintiff  and  prevented  him  from  per- 
forming the  service,  and  that  these  persons  entered  upon  and 
performed  police  duty  under  the  direction  of  the  chief  of 
police,  but  that  none  of  them  were  assigned  to  the  perform- 
ance of  the  duties  which  devolved  on  plaintiff  before  his  at- 
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tempted  removal  from  office,  and  that  one  of  the  policemen 
in  the  service  before  January  28,  1905,  was  assigned  to  per- 
form the  duties  which  plaintiff  had  performed  before  Febru- 
ary 1,  1905.  It  also  appears  that  plaintiff's  office  had  at- 
tached to  it  a  salary  of  $65  per  month,  and  that  the  persona 
appointed  to  the  service  from  February  1,  1905,  received  a 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  $55  per  month.  This  evidence 
warrants  the  inference,  as  held  by  the  trial  court,  that  no 
specified  person  was  performing  the  duties  and  exercising 
the  functions  of,  and  receiving  the  emoluments  attaching  to, 
the  office  to  which  plaintiff  had  title  up  to  July  1,  1905. 
Under  this  state  of  the  facts  there  is  no  basis  for  the  claim 
that  another  person  performed  the  duties  and  exercised  the 
functions  of  the  office  to  which  plaintiff  had  title,  and  hence 
there  was  no  officer  de  facto  who  can  be  deemed  to  have  re- 
ceived the  emoluments  of  the  office. 

These  considerations  dispose  of  all  the  questions  involved 
on  this  appeal.  We  must  hold  that  the  court  properly  ad- 
judged that  plaintiff  held  title  to  the  office  of  policeman  from 
February  1  to  July  1,  1905,  and  was  entitled  to  its  emolu- 
ments. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


Security  Tbust  &  Life  Insurance  Company,  Eespondent,^ 
vs.  Ellsworth  and  wife,  Appellants. 

Beptemher  14—Octoher  9,  1906. 

Contracts:  Several  agreements  construed  together:  Execution:  Par- 
ties: Modification:  Insurance  agents:  Advances  to  he  repaid 
from  commissions:  Mortgages:  Resignation  of  agent:  Discharge 
from  obligation  as  to  advances. 

1.  A  note  and  mortgage  to  an  insurance  company,  and  agency  con- 
tracts between  the  company  and  the  mortgagor  and  others,  all 
relating  to  the  same  subject  matter  and  delivered  at  the  same* 
time,  are  construed  together  as  one  instrument 
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2.  A  written  contract  reciting  that  it  was  an  agreement  between 

an  insurance  company  and  one  E.  contained  a  proTlsion  to  the 
effect  that  said  E.  and  certain  third  persons  agreed  that  all  re- 
newal commissions  accruing  under  certain  agency  contracts 
with  E.  and  said  third  persons  should  be  paid  to  the  company 
in  liquidation  of  a  certain  note.  Held,  that  the  signatures  of 
said  third  persons  were  not  necessary  to  make  the  contract 
binding,  and  that  the  provision  mentioned  was  in  effect  a  prom- 
ise on  the  part  of  E.  that  the  commissions  should  be  paid  as 
stated. 

3.  An  agreement  between  an  insurance  company  and  an  agent,  pro- 

viding that  all  renewal  commissions  accruing  under  certain 
agency  contracts  should  be  paid  to  the  company  in  liquidation 
of  a  note,  secured  by  mortgage,  given  by  the  agent  for  advances 
theretofore  made  to  him,  provided  also  that  no  call  for  pay- 
ment of  any  part  of  the  note  should  be  made  at  any  time  in  ex- 
cess of  the  renewal  commissions.  Another  agreement,  bearing 
a  later  date,  to  which  associate  agents  were  also  parties,  pro- 
vided for  applying  the  renewal  conmiissions  to  the  repayment 
of  advances  thereafter  to  be  made.  Both  agreements  and  the 
note  and  mortgage  mentioned  were  delivered  at  the  same 
time  and  took  effect  as  parts  of  the  same  transaction  with  the 
consent  of  all  parties,  who  obviously  contemplated  that  the 
commissions  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  both  the  note  and  the 
future  advances.  Held,  that  the  agreement  of  the  later  date 
did  not  supersede  the  other,  and  that  there  was  no  obligation 
to  pay  the  note  except  in  so  far  as  there  might  be  renewal  com- 
missions available  for  the  purpose  under  the  agreements. 

4.  The  agency  contracts  in  such  case  did  not  provide  how  long  they 

should  be  In  force,  but  recognized  the  right  of  resignation  by 
providing  that  In  ease  of  resignation  of  the  agents  the  company 
should  have  authority  to  pay  subordinate  agents  any  commis- 
sions, etc.,  which  the  agents  should  have  agreed  to  pay  theuL 
Held,  that  there  was  no  implied  covenant,  arising  from  the  ex- 
istence of  the  note  and  mortgage  and  the  agreements  for  repay- 
ment of  advances,  or  otherwise,  which  would  prevent  the  agents 
from  resigning  If,  after  fair  and  reasonable  efforts,  they  were 
unable  to  conduct  the  business  successfully. 

5.  Having  reasonably  and  lawfully  exercised  his  right  to  resign, 

and  having  thereby  ceased  to  be  entitled  to  receive  renewal 

commissions,  the  agent  who  had  given  the  iK>te  and  mortgage 

payable  from  such  commissions  became,  by  such  resignation, 

discharged  from  obligatloB  upon  the  mortgage  indebtedness. 
» 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Kenosha 

county:  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 
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This  action  was  brought  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
on  lands  in  Kenosha  county,  Wisconsin,  given  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff  company  to  secure  the  payment  of 
$15,000  as  evidenced  by  a  promissory  note  dated  December 
22,  1903,  payable  one  year  after  date  with  interest  On 
January  6,  1903,  plaintiff,  a  life  insurance  company,  made 
a  contract  in  writing  appointing  the  defendant  Henry  Ells- 
worth and  his  minor  son  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth  its  general 
agent,  located  at  Chicago,  over  certain  designated  territory, 
for  the  purpose  of  canvassing  for  applications  for  insurance, 
collecting  and  paying  over  premiums  on  such  insurance  when 
effected,  and  for  the  performance  of  such  other  duties  as 
might  be  required  of  said  agent,  with  the  right  to  appoint 
subordinate  agents,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  providing  that,  in  consideration  of  services  rendered,  the 
agent  should  be  allowed,  during  the  continuance  of  his  agency 
and  no  longer,  certain  commissions  upon  the  business  done, 
as  specified  in  such  contract.  This  contract  made  no  pro- 
vision for  advances  to  the  agent,  except  an  allowance  of  $150 
per  month  for  office  expenses,  and  provided  further  that  such 
allowance  should  not  be  charged  against  the  agent,  and  should 
be  continued  until  the  renewal  income  of  the  agent  should 
amount  to  $6,000  per  annum.  The  defendant  Henry  Ells- 
worth entered  upon  the  performance  of  said  contract  dur- 
ing the  year  1903,  and  made  contracts  of  insurance,  received 
premiums,  and  also  advanced  about  $15,000  for  the  benefit 
of  the  business,  and  on  or  about  December  28,  1903,  it  was 
found  there  was  due  plaintiff  from  defendant  Henry  Ells- 
worth on  account  of  its  portion  of  the  premiums  on  such  in- 
surance $15,000,  to  secure  which  sum  the  note  and  mortgage 
in  question  were  given.  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this 
note  and  mortgage  an  agreement  in  writing  bearing  date 
December  28,  1903,  was  entered  into,  as  follows: 

"Artides  entered  into  this  28th  day  of  December,  1903, 
between  the  Security  Trust  &  Life  Insurance  Company,  a 
corporation  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  of  the  first  part,  and 
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Henry  Ellsworth,  his  administrators,  executors  or  assigns,  of 
the  city  of  Chicago,  state  of  Illinois,  of  the  second  part,  wit- 
nesseth : 

"Whereas,  the  parties  hereto  did,  on  the  6th  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1903,  enter  into  a  contract  by  the  terms  of  which  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part  and  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth 
were  appointed  as  agents  for  the  party  of  the  first  part  in 
certain  territory  in  the  states  of  Illinois,  Wisconsin,  and 
Indiana,  in  said  contract  described,  with  authority  to  appoint 
subagents  throughout  said  territory;  and  whereas,  in  carry- 
ing out  the  purposes  and  designs  of  said  contract,  it  has  been 
necessary  from  time  to  time  for  the  party  of  the  second  part 
to  advance  to  his  agents  considerable  sums  of  money;  and 
whereas,  the  sums  of  money  so  advanced  up  to  the  date 
amount  to  fifteen  thousand  dollars ;  and  whereas,  the  party  of 
the  second  part  demands  payment  of  said  fifteen  thousand 
dollars ;  and  whereas,  in  compliance  with  said  demand,  said 
party  of  the  second  part  has  executed  his  promissory  note  for 
said  sum,  and  to  secure  the  same  has  caused  to  be  executed  a 
mortgage  upon  real  estate  situated  in  Kenosha  county,  Wis- 
consin, the  same  having  been  executed  by  Ada  F.  Ellsworth 
and  said  party  of  the  second  part. 

"Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of  one  dollar,  each  to 
the  other  in  hand  paid,  the  receipts  for  which  are  hereby 
respectively  acknowledged,  it  is  agreed  by  the  parties  hereto 
as  follows : 

"(1)  That  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  that  the 
said  note  shall  be  considered  as  a  call  loan,  but  that  no  call 
for  the  payment  of  said  loan  or  any  part  thereof  shall  be 
made  at  any  time  in  excess  of  the  renewal  commissions  ac- 
cruins:  from  time  to  time  to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part 
and  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth  and  any  other  parties  who  are 
or  who  may  be  associated  with  them  or  either  of  them  in  the 
management  of  said  agency. 

"(2)  That  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  and  Huber 
Hurd  Ellsworth,  S.  D.  Seaman,  and  Edward  Van  Asmus, 
their  administrators  or  assigns,  agree  that  all  renewals  that 
may  accrue  under  said  contract  of  January  6th,  1903,  and 
a  certain  other  contract  entered  into  between  the  Security 
Trust  &  Life  Insurance  Company  and  Henry  Ellsworth, 
Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth,  S.  D.  Seaman,  and  Edward  Van 
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Asmus  on  the  day  and  year  first  above  written  shall  be  paid 
to  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  in  liquidation  of  the  said 
note  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars  referred  to  in  this  contract 

"In  witness  whereof  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  has 
caused  these  presents  to  be  signed  by  its  president  and  the 
corporate  seal  affixed  hereto,  and  the  party  of  the  second  part 
has  hereunto  affixed  his  hand  the  day  and  year  first  above 
written. 

"The  Security  Trust  &  Life  Insurance  Co., 

"By  Geo.  B.  Luper,  2d  Vice-President 

'TBEenby  Ellsworth.^^ 

At  or  about  the  same  time  a  new  agency  agreelnent  was 
made  between  plaintiff,  party  of  the  first  part,  and  defendant 
Henry  Ellsworth,  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth,  S.  D.  Seaman, 
and  Edward  Van  Asmus,  parties  of  the  second  part,  appoint- 
ing said  parties  of  the  second  part  agents  for  the  purpose  of 
canvassing  for  insurance  on  the  lives  of  persons,  with  the 
right  to  appoint  subordinate  agents,  and  providing  that  in 
consideration  of  the  services  rendered  and  in  compensation 
therefor  there  would  be  allowed  said  agents  during  the  con- 
tinuation of  their  agency  and  no  longer  certain  commissions. 
At  the  same  time  the  following  agreement  was  executed : 

"Articles  of  agreement  entered  into  this  29th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1903,  between  the  Security  Trust  &  Life  Insurance 
Company,  a  corporation  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  of  the 
first  part,  and  Henry  Ellsworth,  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth, 
S.  D.  Seaman,  and  Edward  Van  Asmus,  their  administrators, 
executors  or  assigns,  all  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  state  of  Illi- 
nois, of  the  second  part,  witnesseth : 

'^Whereas,  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  did  enter  into  a 
certain  contract  with  Henry  Ellsworth  and  Huber  Hurd 
Ellsworth,  two  of  the  parties  of  the  second  part  hereto,  on  the 
sixth  day  of  January,  1903,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  did  appoint  the  said  Henry  Ellsworth 
and  the  said  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth  its  general  agents  for  the 
city  of  Chicago  and  vicinity;  and  whereas,  the  said  Henry 
Ellsworth  and  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth  have  associated  with 
them  in  said  general  agency — or  are  about  to  do  so — ^the  said 
S.  D.  Seaman  and  Edward  Van  Asmus,  two  of  the  parties 
Vol.  129—23 
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of  the  second  part  hereto;  and  whereas,  the  parties  of  the 
second  part  desire  the  party  of  the  first  part  to  make  them 
certain  advances  of  money  during  the  year  1904,  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  promoting  the  business  of  the  party  of  the  first 
part  through  said  general  agency: 

"Therefore,  in  consideration  of  one  dollar,  each  to  the 
other  in  hand  paid,  the  receipt  of  which  is  hereby  respectively 
acknowledged,  it  is  agreed  by  the  parties  hereto  as  follows: 

"(1)  That  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  shall  advance  to 
the  said  party  o*  the  second  part  certain  sums  of  money 
each  montli  during  the  year  1904  (unless  this  agreement 
shall  cease  and  terminate  as  hereinafter  provided)  as  follows, 
to  wit : 

On  or  before  January  15,  1904  $1,428  00 

On  or  before  February  15,  1904   2,427  00 

On  or  before  March  15,  1904  3,107  00 

On  or  before  AprU  15,  1904   2,414  00 

On  or  before  May  15,  1904  1,820  00 

On  or  before  June  15,  1904 962  00 

On  or  before  July  15,  1904  1,076  00 

On  or  before  August  15,  1904  1,803  00 

On  or  before  September   15,   1904    1,715  00 

On  or  before  October  15,  1904  984  00 

On  or  before  November  15,  1904   668  00 

On  or  before  December  15,  1904    378  00 

"(2)  That  said  advances  are  to  be  made  against  the  re- 
newal commissions  of  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part  or 
any  of  them  jointly  or  severally. 

"(3)  That  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  specifically  re- 
serves the  right  to  discontinue  said  advances  at  any  time,  pro- 
vided the  amount  of  paid-for  life  insurance  business  falls 
below  the  amount  set  forth  as  follows : 

January,  1904 190,000 

February,  1904    111,000 

March,  1904    '. 150,000 

April,  1904    160,000 

May.  1904   212,000 

June,   1904    289,000 

July,  1904   361,000 

August,   1904    437,000  . 

September,  1904    522,000 

October,  1904   008,000 

November,   1904    688,000 

December,  1904   765,000 

"(4)  That  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part  jointly  and 
severally  agree  to  execute  an  assignment  of  all  their  renewal 
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interest,  present  and  prospective,  to  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  to  secure  the  payment  of  said  advances,  together  with  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent  per  annum. 

"(6)  That  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part  jointly  and 
severally  agree  to  execute  and  deliver  to  the  said  party  of  the 
first  part,  not  later  than  the  fifteenth  of  December,  1904,  a 
note  to  further  secure  the  payment  of  said  advances  in  man- 
ner and  form  as  follows,  to  wit : 

"For  value  received,  we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to 
pay  to  the  Security  Trust  &  Life  Insurance  Company  the 

sum  of dollars  in  such  sums  as  may  equal  any  and 

all  renewal  commissions  that  may  become  due  under  a  cer- 
tain contract  entered  into  between  the  Security  Trust  &  Life 
Insurance  Company  and  Henry  Ellsworth  under  date  of 

y  1903,  and  under  another  certain  contract  entered  into 

on  the day  of y  1903,  between  the  Security 

Trust  &  Life  Insurance  Company  and  Henry  Ellsworth  and 
Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth,  or  under  any  contract  that  may  be 
■entered  into  between  the  said  company  and  any  or  either  of 
us,  and  said  payments  to  be  made  from  month  to  month  as 
^aid  renewals  may  become  due  under  said  contracts. 

"Witness  our  hands  and  seals  this day  of j 

1904. 

"(Signed) — . 


"(6)  That  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part  jointly  and 
iseverally  agree  to  deposit  with  the  said  party  of  the  first  part 
negotiable  securities  to  be  approved  by  the  party  of  the  first 
part,  in  such  an  amount  as  will  adequately  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  said  advances,  it  being  understood,  however,  that  said 
parties  of  the  second  part  are  to  assume  no  personal  respon- 
sibility for  the  repayment  of  said  advances  except  to  apply 
the  amounts  received  on  renewal  conmiissions  to  the  repay- 
ment of  the  same,  imtil  fully  paid. 

"(7)  That  said  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  that  said  ad- 
vances shall  be  considered  as  a  call  loan,  but  that  no  call  for 
the  payment  of  said  loan,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  made 
at  any  time  in  excess  of  the  renewal  conmiissions,  the  as- 
signment of  which  is  herein  provided  for. 

"(8)  That  the  said  deposit  required  by  the  sixth  paragraph 
hereof  shall  be  made  not  later  liian  the  fifteenth  day  of  De- 
<5ember,  1904. 
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"(9)  That  the  said  parties  hereto  bind  themselves  each  to 
the  other  in  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  ($20,000) 
for  the  faithful  performance  of  this  agreement 

"In  witness  whereof,  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  has 
caused  these  presents  to  be  signed  by  its  second  vice-president 
and  its  corporate  seal  to  be  affixed  hereto,  and  the  parties  of 
the  second  part  have  hereunto  affixed  their  hands  and  seals, 
the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

"Geo.  B.  Lupeb, 

"2nd  Vice-President. 
"Henby  Ellswobth. 

"HUBEB   HUBD    ElLSWOBTH. 

"S.  D.  Seaman. 
"Edwabd  Van  Asmus." 

These  instruments,  including  the  note  and  mortgage,  were 
all  delivered  at  the  same  time.  The  parties  of  the  second 
part  continued  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  under  the 
agency  until  on»  or  about  the  11th  day  of  October,  1904,  at 
which  time  the  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth  and  Huber  Hurd 
Ellsworth  tendered  their  resignation  and  withdrew  from  said 
agency,  after  which  action  was  commenced  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage. 

The  complaint  is  in  the  usual  form  for  foreclosure  of 
mortgage,  alleging  default  in  payment  of  the  note.  The  an- 
swer admits  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  note  and  mort- 
gage and  sets  up  the  contemporaneous  agreement  referred  to 
as  part  and  parcel  of  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  that  all  re- 
newal commissions  accruing  under  the  contracts  of  agency 
had  been  paid  over  and  received  by  the  plaintiff ;  that  all  com- 
missions to  accrue  upon  policies  effected  imder  the  contracts 
had  been  assigned  and  made  over  to  the  plaintiff ;  that  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  the  action  each  of  said  agents  re- 
signed the  agency.  Except  as  therein  admitted,  the  answer 
denied  generally  the  allegations  of  the  complaint.  Defend- 
ants further  counterclaimed  and  prayed  judgment  that  the 
complaint  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  mortgage  and  record 
thereof  be  canceled  and  discharged. 
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The  court  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  judgment  of 
foreclosure,  including  order  for  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant Henry  Ellsworth  for  deficiency,  was  rendered,  from  which 
this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  Winkler,  Flanders, 
Smith,  Bottum  &  Fawsett,  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by 
F.  C.  Winkler  and  C.  F.  Fawsett. 

Tor  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Kearney,  Thomp- 
son &  Myers,  attorneys,  and  Parker  &  Hagan,  of  counsel,  and 
oral  argument  by  T.  M.  Kearney  and  Lewis  Parker. 

Kebwin,  J.  1.  The  material  facts  are  substantially  im- 
•disputed,  and  the  questions  involved  upon  this  appeal  are 
mainly  questions  of  law.  The  appellants  contend  that  the 
note,  mortgage,  and  other  papers  referred  to  in  the  statement 
of  facts  were  all  contemporaneous  agreements  between  the 
same  parties  and  in  relation  to  the  same  subject  matter,  there- 
fore should  be  taken  together  and  considered  as  one  instru- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  character  of  the 
transaction  and  the  intention  of  the  makers;  that  the  pro- 
vision in  the  contract  delivered  with  the  note  and  mortgage, 
that  "the  said  note  shall  be  considered  as  a  call  loan,  but  that 
no  call  for  the  payment  of  said  loan  or  any  part  thereof  shall 
be  made  at  any  time  in  excess  of  the  renewal  commissions 
accruing  from  time  to  time  to  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part  and  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth  and  any  other  parties  who 
are  or  .who  may  be  associated  with  them  or  either  of  them  in 
the  management  of  said  agency,'^  obligated  the  defendants 
to  payment  only  in  such  manner,  and  therefore  there  could 
be  no  default  upon  the  note  until  such  renewal  commissions 
had  accrued  and  a  call  made  therefor ;  that  since  no  renewal 
commissions  accrued  and  remained  unpaid,  there  was  no  de- 
fault and  no  right  of  foreclosure  existed.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  claimed  that  the  promise  to  pay,  in  the  note  and  mort- 
gage, was  absolute,  and  that  the  contemporaneous  writing  was 
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never  executed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged,  or  upon  whom 
the  obligations  which  would  give  it  mutuality  were  to  rest; 
that  by  another  contract  between  the  parties  the'  fund  out  of 
which  payment  was  to  be  made  had  been  diverted  and  ap- 
plied to  another  purpose ;  and  further,  that  by  resigning  their 
offices  before  any  payment  had  been  made  on  the  indebted- 
ness described  in  the  note  and  mortgage  the  defendant  Henry 
Ellsworth  and  his  son  voluntarily  put  it  beyond  their  power 
to  pay  the  debt  in  the  manner  contemplated  in  the  writing, 
and  thereby  rendered  themselves  liable  to  pay  it  in  the  usual 
way. 

The  writings  were  all  delivered  at  the  same  time;  they 
related  to  the  same  subject  matter  between  the  same  parties ; 
and  upon  well-established  principles  so  far  as  they  can  stand 
together  they  must  be  considered  as  one  instrument  Norton 
V.  Kearney,  10  Wis.  443;  Bhkeslee  v.  Rossman,  43  Wis. 
116 ;  Severin  v,  Ruecherich,  62  Wis.  1,  21  N.  W.  789 ;  Eerhst 
V.  Lowe,  65  Wis.  316,  26  N.  W.  751 ;  Morgan  v.  Loomis,  78 
Wis.  594,  48  N.  W.  109 ;  Hannig  v.  Mueller,  82  Wis.  235, 
52  N.  W.  98 ;  Stapleton  v.  Brannan,  102  Wis.  26,  78  N.  W. 
181 ;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  144. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  respondent  that  the  alleged 
contemporaneous  writing  dated  December  28,  1903,  and  set 
out  in  the  statement  of  facts  was  incomplete  and  not  binding 
because  not  signed  by  Seaman  and  Van  Asmus,  hence  effect 
should  not  be  given  to  it.  But  an  examination  of  this  in- 
strument will  show  that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  signed  by 
Seaman  and  Van  Asmus ;  it  was  not  an  agreement  to  which 
they  were  parties  or  intended  so  to  be.  It  recites  on  its  face 
that  it  is  an  agreement  "between  the  Security  Trust  &  Life 
Insurance  Company,  a  corporation  of  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, of  the  first  part,  and  Henry  Ellsworth,  his  administra- 
tors, executors  or  assigns,  ...  of  the  second  part."  It  is 
in  no  way  incomplete,  nor  does  it  appear  that  it  was  intended 
to  be  signed  by  any  other  party.     The  provision  in  the  body 
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of  this  agreement  that  Seaman  and  Van  Asmus  agree  that  all 
renewak  aoeming  under  the  contract  of  January  6, 1903,  and 
the  new  agency  contract  of  December  28,  1903,  shall  be  paid 
to  the  party  of  the  first  part  in  liquidation  of  the  note  and 
mortgage,  in  legal  effect  amounts  to  a  promise  upon  the  part 
of  Ellsworth  that  all  commissions  accruing  under  these  con- 
tracts shall  be  turned  over  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment. The  contract  is  clearly  and  unequivocally  one  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  Henry  Ellsworth.  The  question  respect- 
ing the  language  in  the  second  clause  as  to  other  persons  not 
parties  to  the  contract  agreeing  is  not  one  of  incomplete  exe- 
cution, but  of  construction.  It  is  quite  obvious  upon  the  face 
of  the  instrument  itself  that  the  intention  of  the  second  party 
was  to  obligate  himself  that  the  renewal  commissions  under 
these  contracts  should  be  applied  at  the  call  of  the  plaintiff  in 
liquidation  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  the  agreement  dated  December 
29,  1903,  supersedes  that  of  the  28th.  It  will  be  borne  in 
mind,  however,  that  both  of  these  writings  were  executed 
and  delivered  at  the  same  time,  and  obviously  were  intended 
by  the  parties  to  take  effect  and  be  considered  as  one  instru- 
ment. We  are  unable  to  see  that  the  provisions  in  the  writ- 
ing dated  December  29th  are  so  repugnant  to  the  instrument 
dated  December  28th  as  to  show  that  the  parties  intended  one 
should  supersede  the  other,  as  contended  by  respondent's  coun- 
sel. The  provisions  of  these  contracts  may  in  some  respects 
be  cumulative,  but  not  repugnant  The  writing  of  the  28th  is 
in  effect  an  agreement  to  turn  over  in  liquidation  of  the  mort- 
gage indebtedness  the  commissions  of  all  parties  under  the 
agency  contracts  of  January  6  and  December  28,  1903,  while 
the  contract  of  December  29th  provides  for  the  turning  over 
of  commissions  in  payment  of  advances  to  be  made  in  1904. 
Now,  while  both  of  these  writings  purport  to  transfer  the 
commissions  and  were  executed  and  delivered  together,  it  is 
quite  apparent  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  turn 
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over  all  commissions  in  liquidation  of  both  claims,  obviously 
contemplating  that  there  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  mort- 
gage debt  as  well  as  the  advances  of  1904.  Had  the  business 
been  a  success,  as  doubtless  the  parties  anticipated,  the  com- 
missions evidently  would  have  in  a  short  time  paid  the  mort- 
gage debt  as  well  as  all  advances.  The  writings  being  capable 
of  a  construction  which  will  suffer  them  to  stand  together, 
such  construction  must  be  given  them.  John  O'Brien  L. 
Co.  V.  WUkinson,  117  Wis.  468,  94  N.  W.  337;  Knower  v. 
Emerson,  9  Pick  422;  Sumner  v.  Williams,  8  Mass.  162; 
2  Parsons,  Contracts  (9th  ed.)  657;  Bent  v.  Alexander,  15 
Mo.  App.  181,  189 ;  Belch  v.  Miller,  32  Mo.  App.  387,  396 ; 
Chicago  W.  &  8.  Co.  v.  Street,  54  111.  App.  669.  Although 
the  note  and  mortgage  bore  date  December  22d  there  is  no 
dispute  but  that  they  were  delivered  and  took  effect  on  the 
29th  day  of  December,  contemporaneously  with  the  other 
contracts,  and  the  evidence  is  undisputed  that  the  writings 
were  delivered  with  the  consent  of  all  parties.  Seaman  and 
Van  Asmus  assenting  to  the  contract  of  December  28  th  not 
signed  by  them,  and  which  provided  for  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  indebtedness  out  of  commissions.  It  further  ap- 
pears that  long  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  these  writ- 
ings and  on  or  about  July,  1904,  a  dispute  arose  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth  respecting  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  upon  the  mortgage  indebtedness,  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  should  be  paid  out  of  commissions,  at  which 
time  the  general  manager  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  letter  to  de- 
fendant Henry  Ellsworth,  refers  to  the  fact  that  the  agree- 
ment makes  no  mention  of  interest,  and  says : 

"The  agreement  makes  no  mention  of  interest.  It  was  and 
is  merely  a  stipulation  as  to  our  right  to  ^call'  the  principal 
or  any  part  of  it,  leaving  the  interest  to  be  paid  as  provided 
for  in  the  notes  and  mortgage." 

The  general  counsel  of  plaintiff  also  in  a  letter  to  Henry 
Ellsworth  in  July,  1904,  speaking  of  his  consultation  with 
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Mr.  Luper,  general  manager  of  plaintiff,  respecting  the  mat- 
ter, refers  to  the  first  paragraph  of  the  agreement  of  Decem- 
ber 28,  1903,  and  says  that  it  does  not  apply  to  interest  upon 
the  loan,  bnt  to  the  principal  only.  So  it  seems  the  officers 
of  the  company  imderstood  at  this  time  that  the  agreement 
was  in  force  and  that  the  mortgage  indebtedness  shotdd  be 
paid  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  agreement.  Upon  the 
whole  record  we  think  the  agreement  was  that  the  mortgage 
debt  should  be  paid  out  of  renewals  only,  and  that  no  call 
could  be  made  for  any  portion  of  such  indebtedness  in  excess 
of  the  renewal  commissions  as  specified  in  the  agreement. 

2.  It  is  further  contended  by  counsel  for  respondent  that 
the  withdrawal  from  the  agency  of  Henry  Ellsworth  and  his 
son  put  it  out  of  their  power  to  pay  the  debt  as  provided  in  the 
contract,  hence  the  debt  became  payable  in  the  usual  way. 
This  involves  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  agent  to  resign, 
and  whether  or  not,  if  such  right  existed,  it  was  reasonably 
exercised.  Both  contracts  of  agency  are  silent  as  to  the  time 
they  should  remain  in  force,  and  both  recognize  the  right  of 
resignation  by  providing,  "in  case  of  the  resignation  or  re- 
moval of  the  said  agents,  the  said  company  may,  and  it  is 
hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to,  pay  such  subordinate 
agents  any  commissions  or  other  remuneration  which  said 
agents  shall  have  agreed  to  pay  such  subordinate  agents  and 
to  offset  against  all  claims  under  this  contract  such  commis- 
sions or  other  remimeration  so  paid.^^  The  general  rule  is 
that,  where  there  is  no  express  or  implied  covenant  to  the  con- 
trary, the  agent  may  resign  at  any  time.  Mechem,  Agency, 
§  233.  It  is  claimed,  however,  by  counsel  for  respondent 
that  there  was  an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  agents 
that  they  should  not  resign,  and  it  is  insisted  that  this  cov- 
enant arises  not  only  out  of  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  the 
indebtedness  and  the  obligation  to  pay  it,  but  as  well  out  of 
the  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  debtor,  implied  in  all  such 
■cases,  not  to  voluntarily  put  an  end  to  the  conditions  upon 
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which  his  agreement  is  of  value  to  the  creditor.  This  branch 
of  counsel's  contention,  therefore,  rests  upon  the  assumption 
of  implied  covenant.  Conceding  for  the  sake  of  argument 
that  the  law  would  impose  some  obligation  upon  the  agents 
not  to  unreasonably  abandon  their  undertaking,  still  such 
rule  must  have  a  reasonable  construction.  If  the  law  im- 
plied a  covenant  for  the  continuance  of  the  agency,  it  would 
not  extend  beyond  such  time  as  was  reasonably  necessary  to 
make  an  effort  to  successfully  accomplish  the  purpose  of  the 
agency.  Clearly,  there  was  no  implied  covenant  that  the 
agency  should  be  continued  indefinitely  when  the  continuance 
of  it  proved  fruitless.  If  it  were  otherwise,  the  agents  might 
be  compelled  to  indefinitely  continue  the  agency  without  profit 
to  themselves  or  their  principal  The  doctrine  of  implied 
covenants  is  in  a  sense  an  equitable  doctrine,  and  is  enforced 
upon  the  broad  principle  that  the  law  implies  a  covenant  in 
the  agreement  where  it  is  clear  that  if  the  attention  of  the 
party  had  been  called  to  it  he  would  have  expressly  agreed. 
So  it  must  follow  that  the  agents  here  could  not  have  intended 
to  agree  against  resignation,  or  that  they  should  be  compelled 
to  continue  the  agency  for  any  particular  time  beyond  that 
reasonably  necessary  to  give  the  business  a  fair  triaL  Implied 
covenants  exist  where  equity  and  justice  require  the  party  to 
do  or  refrain  from  doing  the  thing  in  question.  Oenet  v. 
D.  &  H.  C,  Co.  136  N.  Y.  593,  32  N.  E.  1078;  Scrantom 
V.  Booth,  29  Barb.  171,  174;  Allamon  v.  Albany,  43  Barb. 
33,  36;  Booth  v.  Cleveland  R.  M.  Co.  6  Hun,  591,  597;  2?er- 
mott  V.  State,  99  N.  Y.  101,  1  N.  E.  242. 

It  appears  quite  clearly  from  the  evidence  that  the  de- 
fendant Ilenry  Ellsworth  and  his  associates  made  a  reason- 
able effort  to  successfully  conduct  and  build  up  the  business. 
No  claim  is  made  that  they  did  not  diligently  and  faithfully 
perform  their  duties  under  the  agency  to  the  best  of  their 
ability.     But  it  appears  they  were  unable  to  make  a  success. 
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This  fact  they  communicated  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth 
and  his  associates  did  not  intend  to  be  personally  responsible 
for  the  advances  made  in  building  up  the  business  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  that  all  such  advances  should  be  paid  out  of  the- 
commissions  accruing  from  the  business.  It  will  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  company  in  the  new  contract  of  agency  de- 
livered at  the  same  time  as  the  note  and  mortgage  provided 
for  large  monthly  advances  for  1904.  The  agents  under  the 
contract  were  expected  to  make  a  reasonable  effort  in  the 
performance  of  their  duties  in  building  up  the  business ;  be- 
yond this  they  were  not  expected  to  go.  It  is  said  by  coimsel 
for  respondent  that  at  the  close  of  the  year  1903  there  was 
$17,000  which  belonged  to  the  company  as  its  share  of  first 
annual  premiums  collected  by  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth 
and  his  son  on  policies  written  by  them.  But  it  also  appears 
that  defendant  paid  $2,000  of  this,  and  claimed  that  he  was 
entitled  to  $15,000  on  account  of  advances  made  by  him  in 
building  up  the  business.  So  upon  Ellsworth's  theory  at  the 
time  of  the  giving  of  the  note  and  mortgage  he  was  not  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff  in  any  amount,  hence  the  recital  in  the 
contract  of  December  28th  to  the  effect  that  it  was  necessary 
from  time  to  time  for  the  party  of  \he  second  part  to  advance 
to  his  agents  considerable  sums  of  money,  and  that  the  sums 
of  money  advanced  up  to  date  amounted  to  $15,000,  and  that 
the  mortgage  indebtedness  should  be  considered  a  call  loan,, 
and  that  no  call  should  be  made  in  excess  of  the  renewal  com- 
missions accruing  from  time  to  time  to  the  party  of  the  second 
part  and  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth  and  any  other  parties  who 
are  or  who  may  be  associated  with  them  or  either  of  them  in 
the  management  of  said  agency. 

The  authorities  cited  by  respondent  to  the  point  that  there 
was  a  breach  of  implied  covenant  we  cannot  see  apply  to  the 
case  before  us.    Here  there  was  no  implied  covenant  to  con- 
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tinue,  for,  as  said  in  Oenet  v.  D,  &  H.  C.  Co.  136  K  Y.  693, 
609,  32  K  E.  1078 : 

"A  promise  can  be  implied  only  where  we  may  rightfully 
assume  that  it  would  have  been  made  if  attention  had  been 
drawn  to  it  (Dermott  v.  State,  99  ]S^.  Y.  101,  1  K  E.  242), 
and  that  it  is  to  be  raised  only  to  enforce  a  manifest  equity, 
or  to  reach  a  result  which  the  unequivocal  acts  of  the  parties 
indicate  that  they  intended  to  effect.  King  v.  LeightoTij  100 
N.  Y.  386,  3  K  E.  694." 

If  we  are  correct  in  our  conclusion  that  there  was  a  right 
to  resign  and  such  right  was  lawfully  exercised,  then  there 
was  neither  breach  of  covenant  nor  wrong  in  resigning,  and 
hence  the  authorities  cited  by  respondent's  counsel  do  not 
apply.  It  seems  clear  that  the  defendant  here  intended  and 
contracted  to  pay  only  out  of  commissions  to  "be  earned. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  contract  if  none  were  earned  he 
would  be  imder  no  obligation  to  pay  in  any  other  manner. 
Having  the  right  to  resign  and  exercising  that  right  reason- 
ably, the  contract  was  terminated  and  his  obligation  to  pay 
extinguished.  The  fruits  of  his  labor,  whatever  they  miglit 
be,  for  the  period  of  time  he  acted  as  agent  of  the  company 
in  endeavoring  to  build  up  the  business,  passed  to  the  com- 
pany upon  his  resignatiorr,  as  well  as  the  renewal  commis- 
sions on  policies  written  by  him,  since  the  contract  of  agency 
provided  that  renewals  should  run  during  the  life  of  the 
policies,  and  that  the  agent  should  receive  commissions  during 
the  continuance  of  his  agency  and  no  longer. 

It  is  said  that  a  debtor  cannot  voluntarily  put  an  end  to 
the  conditions  upon  which  his  agreement  is  of  value  to  the 
creditor.  But  this  argument  brings  us  back  to  the  proposi- 
tion of  whether  the  defendant  had  a  right  under  the  contract 
to  resign.  If  he  had  such  right  and  exercised  it  lawfully, 
he  was  pursuing  his  rights  imder  the  contract  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  it,  and  whether  in  so  doing  conditions  valuable 
to  the  plaintiff  were  ended  or  not  cannot  affect  the  question. 
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If  the  right  existed,  the  consequences  flowing  from  the  exer- 
cise of  it  must  be  borne  by  the  plaintiff.  But  it  cannot  be 
said  upon  the  record  that  the  continuance  of  the  agency 
would  have  been  of  value  to  the  plaintiff,  since  if  the  business 
should  not  prove  a  success  while  managed  by  defendant,  and 
plaintiff  was  obliged  imder  the  contract  to  advance  large  sums 
of  money  in  carrying  it  on,  its  continuance  might  prove  a 
damage  and  not  a  benefit  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  finding  that  the  agents  "refused  and  now  refuse  to 
further  perform  the  agency  contract"  is  wholly  unsupported 
by  the  evidence.  The  proof  is  that  the  defendant  Henry 
Ellsworth  and  Huber  Hurd  Ellsworth,  long  after  they  had 
notified  the  plaintiff  that  they  could  not  make  the  business 
a  8uc<^8s,  and  on  the  11th  day  of  October,  1904,  tendered 
their  resignation  in  writing  to  take  effect  on  or  before  thirty 
days  from  the  date  thereof;  that  on  October  14,  1904,  the 
vice-president  of  the  plaintiff  replied  by  letter  to  said  letter 
of  resignation  asking  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth  to  receive 
premiums  until  such  time  as  plaintiff  might  be  able  to  get  a 
new  agent  and  get  proper  notice  to  the  policy-holders.  There 
is  no  evidence  whatever  in  the  record  of  any  objection  to  the 
resignation,  nor  that  this  resignation  was  wrongful  or  against 
the  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  So  far  as  the  record  shows  it  may 
have  been  in  the  interest  of  plaintiff.  The  agent  having  the 
right  to  resign,  and  there  being  no  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
we  must  presume  that  the  right  was  lawfully  exercised. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  promise  upon  the  part  of 
the  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth  to  pay  the  mortgage  indebted- 
ness was  not  an  absolute  promise,  but  a  promise  to  pay  in  so 
far  as  there  might  be  renewal  commissions  suflScient  for  that 
purpose ;  that  there  was  no  covenant  either  expressed  or  im- 
plied that  the  agent  should  not  resign  after  having  made 
reasonable  effort  to  successfully  manage  the  business  and 
failed ;  that  the  right  of  the  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth  and 
his  son  to  resign  was  reasonably  and  lawfully  exercised,  and 
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that  by  such  resignation  the  defendant  Henry  Ellsworth  be- 
<5ame  discharged  from  his  obligation  upon  the  mortgage  in- 
debtedness. 

By  the  Court. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  with  instructions  to  the  court 
below  to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  defendant's  coun- 
terclaim. 


SoBENSEN,  by  guardian  ad  litem.  Respondent,  vs.  J.  I.  Case 
Theeshing  Machine  Company,  Appellant. 

September  14 — Octoher  9,  1906, 

Master  and  servant:  Personal  injuries:  Defective  mac'hinery:  Con- 
tributory  negligence:  Instructions  to  jury:  Damages. 

1.  Plaintiff,  an  employee  in  defendant's  shop,  was  injured  hy  the 

falling  of  a  crane  caused  by  the  breaking  of  an  eyebolt  by 
which  one  of  the  Iron  rods  supporting  the  crane  was  fastened 
to  the  framework  of  the  building.  Findings  by  the  jury  that 
the  construction  of  the  rod  and  bolt  was  not  reasonably  safe 
and  sufficient,  and  that  defendant's  negligence  in  respect  to  such 
construction  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  are  held  to 
be  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

2.  The  use  of  the  words  "plaintiff's  fault"  in  an  Instruction  regard- 

ing contributory  negligence  and  assumption  of  risk  is  held  not 
to  have  been  an  error  prejudicial  to  defendant,  where,  as  used, 
they  obviously  meant  merely  a  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff,  of  which  the  court  had  just  spoken. 

3.  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries  an  instruction  that  plaintiff,  if 

entitled  to  recover,  was  entitled  to  such  sum  as  would  fully 
compensate  him  for  all  the  elements  of  damage  which  the  court 
had  just  specifically  mentioned,  is  held  not  erroneous  by  reason 
of  the  use  of  the  word  "fully." 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Racine 
county:  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  June  9,  1905,  while  in  the  employ 
of  the  defendant  in  its  boiler  shop.     The  machine  and  its 


Digitized  by 


Google 


0]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  867 

Sorensen  v.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Machine  Oo.  129  Wis.  366. 

operation  and  tie  manner  in  which  the  injury  was  inflicted 
are  described  by  defendant's  counsel  substantially  as  follows : 
There  was  a  swinging  crane  used  for  handling  large  pieces 
of  boiler  plates  and  tires  for  traction  engine  wheels;  said 
crane  consisting  of  an  upright  post  about  fifteen  feet  high 
and  swinging  thereon  near  the  top  a  horizontal  arm  designed 
to  swing  in  a  half  circle,  twelve  or  fifteen  feet  in  length,  and 
having  on  it  pulleys  and  air  hoist  for  the  purpose  of  lifting 
materiaL  The  said  upright  post  was  held  in  position  at  the 
top  by  iron  rods  fastened  to  the  top  of  the  post  and  to  the 
iron  framework  of  the  building.  The  punch  stands  about 
five  feet  high,  and  on  the  top  of  this  is  an  iron  post  or  upright 
of  the  crane  about  thirteen  feet  high.  Near  the  top  of  it  is  a 
horizontal  arm  or  boom  sixteen  feet  in  length  moving  in  a 
semicircle  about  the  upright  post  On  this  arm  is  an  air 
hoist  running  on  a  trolley,  and  it  runs  back  and  forth  the  en- 
tire length  of  the  arm.  Thus,  when  a  tire  plate  is  suspended 
from  the  air  hoist  it  can  be  moved  freely  in  any  direction  by 
the  man  on  the  floor.  The  top  of  the  crane  post  is  supported 
by  four  iron  bars  running  at  right  angles  to  each  other  and 
fastened  to  the  channel  plates  of  the  building.  The  one  that 
broke  was  the  northwest  guy  rod  and  was  either  seven  eighths 
of  an  inch  or  an  inch  in  diameter.  It  approached  the  chan- 
nel plate  from  the  post  at  an  angle  of  about  thirty-five  de- 
grees, and  was  fastened  to  an  eyebolt  an  inch  in  diameter  and 
about  four  or  five  inches  long,  which  passed  through  the 
ohannel  plate  and  was  bolted  firmly  thereto  at  right  angles 
with  a  nut  on  each  side  of  the  channel  plate.  Thus,  while 
the  strain  on  the  guy  rod  was  a  direct  pull,  an  angle  was 
formed  between  the  guy  rod  and  the  eyebolt  causing  the 
strain  on  the  bolt  to  be  a  side  or  breaking  strain.  The  bolt 
broke  next  to  the  channel  plate  on  the  side  nearest  the  guy 
rod.  The  end  of  it  and  the  nut  which  was  found  after  the 
accident  are  in  erv^idence,  and  show  that,  on  the  inner  side  of 
the  break,  the  iron  was  crystallized  for  about  twenty-five  per 


Digitized  by 


Google 


368         SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.        [Oct. 
Sorensen  v.  J.  I.  Case  Threehing  Machine  Co.  129  Wis.  366. 

cent,  of  the  cross-section  of  the  bolt.  The  only  claim  of 
negligence  relied  upon  was  in  the  faulty  construction  of  the 
guy  rod,  in  that  a  breaking  strain  came  upon  the  bolt  instead 
of  a  direct  pull.  At  the  time  of  the  accident  a  load  of  about 
1,000  pounds,  including  the  air  hoist  and  all  that  it  carried, 
was  resting  at  about  the  center  of  the  arm.  Much,  heavier 
loads  had  frequently  been  lifted  by  the  same  crane.  The 
arm  was  pointing  in  a  southeasterly  direction,  consequently 
bringing  the  strain  almost  entirely  upon  the  northwest  guy 
rod.  The  operator  of  the  punch  and  the  plaintiif,  his  as- 
sistant, were  at  work,  and  had  just  finished  punching  holes 
in  one  end  of  the  tire ;  the  plaintiff  being  at  the  south  end  of 
the  tire  assisting  the  operator  to  swing  the  tire  around  so  as  to 
punch  the  other  end,  when  the  crane  toppled  over,  part  of 
it  striking  the  plaintiff  upon  the  head,  and  the  tire  of  which 
he  had  hold  falling  upon  and  crushing  his  hand. 

Issue  being  joined  and  trial  had,  the  jury  at  the  close 
thereof  returned  a  special  verdict  to  the  effect  (1)  that  the 
construction  of  the  rod  and  eyebolt  in  question  was  not  rea- 
sonably safe  and  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the 
crane  in  view  of  the  character  of  the  work  required ;  (2)  that 
the  defendant  was  negligent  in  respect  to  such  construction ; 
(3)  that  such  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
plaintiff's  injury;  (4)  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of 
any  want  of  ordinary  care  which  contributed  to  produce  his 
injury;  (6)  that  they  assessed  the  plaintiff's  damages  at 
$1,500.  From  the  judgment  entered  thereon  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  for  the  amoimt  stated,  the 
defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Vilas,  Vilds  &  Free- 
man, and  oral  argument  by  E*  P.  Yilas. 

Wallace  Ingalls,  for  the  respondent. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  1.  Errors  are  assigned  because  the  court 
refused  to  grant  a  nonsuit,  and  refused  to  direct  a  verdict  in 
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favor  of  the  defendant,  and  refused  to  change  the  answer  of 
the  jury  to  the  first  question  submitted  from  the  negative  to 
the  affirmative,  and  the  answers  of  the  jury  to  the  second  and 
third  questions  from  the  affirmative  to  the  negative.  These 
alleged  errors  are  all  discussed  under  the  general  proposition 
that  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  fails  to  establish 
any  actionable  n^ligence  in  the  construction  of  the  machine. 
A  description  of  the  machine  and  its  operation  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  injury  was  inflicted  are  sufficiently  set  forth 
in  the  foregoing  statement  In  addition  to  the  facts  thus 
conceded  there  is  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  tend- 
ing to  prove  that  were  several  punch  machines  in  the  boiler 
shop;  that  there  was  a  certain  amount  of  jar  or  vibration 
caused  by  the  operation  of  the  machine  as  it  was  ordinarily 
used;  that  the  motion  of  the  machines  jars  the  rods  and  vi- 
brates the  crane,  and  that  the  vibration  of  the  crane  and  the 
standard  vibrates  the  supporting  rods ;  that  a  five  horse-power 
motor  was  applied  to  pimch  these  iron  pieces,  but  it  is  geared 
up  to  such  an  extent  that  it  develops  a  good  deal  more  than 
five  horse-power;  that  every  time  a  hole  is  punched  through 
the  sheet  of  iron  the  whole  machine  is  jarred,  including  the 
rod  and  crane;  that  there  are  from  150  to  200  holes  in  a  tire 
sixteen  feet  long  and  twenty  inches  wide;  that  carrying  a 
load  on  that  crane  of  1,000  pounds  with  the  carrier  about 
midway  on  the  arm,  pointing  in  a  southeasterly  direction, 
the  strain,  with  reference  to  the  two  rear  rods,  would  be 
mostly  on  the  northwest  rod,  which  was  perfectly  straight,  ex- 
cept where  the  eyebolt  went  through  the  iron  beam,  and  there 
there  was  an  angle  where  the  two  pieces  were  tied  together ; 
that  the  eyebolt  and  the  long  piece  formed  the  angle  at  the 
place  where  the  one  engaged  with  the  other;  that  the  ma- 
chine in  operation  jarred  or  vibrated  the  rods,  standpost  and 
punch;  that  the  action  of  the  punch  caused  the  jar;  that 
there  was  heavy  pounding  and  punching  going  on  all  the 
time  and  more  or  less  jarring  throughout  the  entire  shop; 
Vol.  129— 24 
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that  there  was  nothing  unusual  in  the  load  being  lifted  at  the 
time  of  the  accident;  that  the  tensile  strength  of  iron  was  a 
pull — ^the  tendency  to  lengthen ;  that  a  side  or  breaking  strain 
^f  iron  was  a  transverse  stress  or  bending  strain;  that  the 
cause  of  the  breaking  of  the  eyebolt  was  the  fact  that  it  was 
too  weak  to  carry  the  load  In  answer  to  the  hypothetical 
question  which  assumed  that  the  angle  mentioned  was  sub- 
stantially thirty-five  degrees,  as  stated,  by  the  defendant's 
<X)unscl,  an  expert  witness  with  much  experience  'testified  to 
the  effect  that  where  the  vibration  ceased  at  the  angle  in 
question  was  next  to  the  nut,  which  caused  the  rod  to  crystal- 
lize; that  as  it  crystallized  it  became  weaker,  and  finally, 
when  it  became  weak  enough  not  to  carry  the  load,  it  would 
break ;  that  by  crystallizing  was  meant  that  it  would  lose  all 
the  fiber  of  the  iron  and  become  a  very  different  piece  of  ma- 
terial from  the  original ;  that  in  the  absence  of  such  fiber  the 
surface  of  the  iron  looked  more  like  a  section  of  zinc;  that 
the  broken  end  in  question  was  crystallized  about  one  third 
across ;  that  in  the  ordinary  use  of  the  crane  the  weakest  point 
of  the  sustaining  rod  was  just  on  the  inner  side  of  the  nut,  if 
both  sides  were  screwed  up  solidly  against  the  bolt  on  the 
side  towards  the  crane,  because  that  was  the  point  where  the 
leverage  was  placed — ^the  leverage  stopped  there, — and  in 
that  four  inches  there  was  a  strain  on  the  diameter  of  seven 
eighths  of  an  inch  of  about  four  and  a  half  times  the  weight 
that  was  on  the  crane,  tending  to  pull  the  bolt  to  the  side  and 
break  it ;  that  the  strain  on  the  eyebolt  just  next  to  the  inner 
nut  was  a  transverse  or  breaking  strain,  tending  to  break  the 
bolt;  that,  of  course,  the  bolt  was  the  weakest  in  that  direc- 
tion; that  such  construction  was  not  mechanical;  that  the 
<;onstruction  of  the  rod  in  question  and  the  manner  in  which 
it  was  tied  to  the  beam  were  not  the  customary  way  but  an 
imusual  way ;  that  the  principle  of  the  eyebolt  was  all  wrong 
because  it  stood  at  a  right  angle  to  the  beam ;  that  if  the  truss 
rod  had  gone  directly  through  on  a  line  then  there  would  have 
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been  tensile  strength  of  the  whole  rod  instead  of  a  transverse 
section  to  bend ;  that  the  usual  and  customary  way  of  fasten- 
ing devices  of  that  character,  where  four  tension  rods  are  in 
use,  would  be  a  foot  formed  on  the  end  of  the  rod  and  fast- 
ened right  to  the  girder  with  bolts,  so  as  to  get  a  direct  pull, 
or  it  could  pass  right  through  the  girder  with  angling  washers 
on  it  and  screwed  up  square  to  the  face  of  the  nut ;  that  the 
usual  and  customary  way  was  to  avoid  a  right  angle,  and  that 
is  done  by  a  foot,  as  mentioned,  when  tension  rods  are  used ; 
that  with  the  foot  there  would  not  be  any  movement,  because 
it  runs  directly  on  a  straight  line,  and  it  all  becomes  tensile 
strength,  which  is  very  much  more  than  a  transverse  stress, 
which  is  a  bending  strain ;  that  it  is  weaker  with  an  eyebolt 
in  it,  and  grows  weaker  every  day  the  rod  is  shaken  and 
vibrated,  because  that  is  what  produces  crystallization;  that 
crystallization  is  most  frequently  caused  by  sudden  shocks, 
and  so  it  may  be  caused  by  a  continuous  succession  of  shocks 
or  blows,  and  so  vibration  would  cause  crystallization  as 
shown  by  experience ;  that  crystallization  reduces  the  tensile 
strength  of  iron — ^not  always  so  much,  however,  as  the  ductil- 
ity and  elongation ;  that  assuming  the  angle  mentioned  to  be 
about  thirty-five  degrees,  with  an  eyebolt  running  at  right 
angles  with  the  beam,  and  then  tied  to  a  longer  piece  going 
to  the  stand,  the  weakest  part  of  the  rod  in  question  would 
be  at  the  nut. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  tended  to  prove 
that  the  device  which  broke  was  put  in  about  a  year  and  a 
half  before  the  accident,  and  that  it  was  again  inspected  in 
the  fall  of  1904.  We  are  constrained  to  hold  that  there  was 
evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  the  findings  of  the  jury  men- 
tioned; and  that  such  evidence  was  not,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
conclusively  overcome  by  uncontradicted  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant. 

2.  Exception  is  taken  because  the  court,  in  charging  the 
jury  upon  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  and  the  as- 
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sumption  of  risk,  after  defining  a  want  of  ordinary  care, 
stated  that  such  "want  of  ordinary  care  was  not  a  contribut- 
ing cause  to  produce  the  injury  unless  there  was  a  proximate 
connection  between  such  injury  and  such  want  of  ordinary 
care;  that  is,  it  must  appear  from  the  evidence  that  there 
was  such  a  relation  between  the  plaintiff's  fault,  if  any,  and 
the  injury  that  such  injury  was  a  natural  and  probable  result 
thereoi."  The  criticism  is  in  the  use  of  the  word  "fault," 
which  is  not  to  be  commended,  but,  as  used,  it  obviously  re- 
ferred back  to  "such  want  of  ordinary  care,"  and  hence  could 
not  have  misled  the  jury. 

3.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  charged  the  jury  to 
the  effect: 

"If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  at  all  in  this  action 
...  he  is  entitled  to  such  sum  as  will  fully  compensate  him 
for  such  loss  of  earnings  as  you  are  satisfied  by  the  evidence 
he  has  reasonably  sustained  as  a  result  of  the  injury;  for 
all  bodily  pain  and  suffering  and  mental  suffering  which  he 
has  endured  by  reason  of  the  injury  complained  of;  and  foi 
such  permanent  injuries  as  you  are  satisfied  from  a  fair 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  it  is  reasonably  certain  the 
plaintiff  will  suffer  in  the  future  by  reason  of  the  injury 
complained  of.  You  will  answer  this  question  regardless  of 
your  answers  to  the  other  questions,  and  assess  such  damages 
as  you  are  satisfied  by  the  evidence  considered  under  the 
instructions  given  to  you  will  fully  compensate  the  plaintiff 
for  all  the  elements  of  damage  I  have  suggested  to  you." 

The  exception  is  to  the  words  "will  fully  compensate." 
But,  as  indicated  in  the  language  quoted,  those  words  were 
expressly  limited  to  "the  elements  of  damage"  which  had 
just  been  mentioned  in  the  charge  of  the  court.  As  thus 
limited,  we  do  not  think  such  charge  is  inconsistent  with  the 
ruling  of  this  court  in  the  case  relied  upon  by  counsel.  Guin- 
ard  V.  Knapp-Stout  &  Co.  Co.  95  Wis.  482,  490,  70  N.  W. 
671.  Nor  is  it  inconsistent  with  later  cases  in  this  court  on 
the  subject.    Candrian  v.  Miller,  98  Wis.  164,  167,  168,  7a 
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X.  W.  1004;  Bergeron  v.  Peyton,  106  Wis.  377,  382,  383,  82 
N.  W.  291.     We  find  no  reversible  error  in  the  record. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


Bailey,  Appellant,  vs.  Fink,  imp.,  Respondent 

September  H — October  9,  1906. 

Married  ioomen:  Promissory  notes:  Liability  at  law, 

A  married  woman  cannot  be  charged  in  an  action  at  law  upon  a 
note  signed  by  her  with  her  husband  as  surety  for  his  debt 
where  her  act  in  becoming  a  party  to  the  note  was  not  neces- 
sary or  convenient  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  her  separate 
property  or  to  the  carrying  on  of  her  separate  business,  and  did 
not  relate  to  her  personal  services.  The  facts  that  the  payee 
changed  his  position  (as  by  releasing  a  mortgage  on  the  hus- 
band's chattels)  on  the  faith  of  the  wife's  signing  the  note,  and 
that  the  note  specifically  stated  that  she  charged  her  separate 
estate  with  the  payment  thereof,  are  not  available  as  grounds 
of  liability  at  law. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  municipal  court  of  Racine 
county:  Wm.  Smieding,  Je.,  Judge.    Affirmed, 

Action  to  recover  on  a  promissory  note.  The  defendant 
Anna  Fink  answered,  among  other  things,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  note  she  was  the  wife  of  the  defendant 
Charles  FinTc^  which  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiif ;  that 
she  signed  the  note  solely  as  surety  for  an  antecedent  debt 
of  her  husband ;  that  the  note  did  not  concern  in  any  way  her 
separate  estate,  and  that  in  such  signing  she  did  not  intend 
to  charge  her  separate  estate.  The  cause  was  tried  by  the 
court  and  resulted  in  findings  of  fact,  in  substance  as  fol- 
lows: October  17,  1902,  defendant  Anna  Fink  was  the  wife 
of  Charles  Fink,     On  such  day  both  defendants  signed  the 
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promissory  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  which  was  in 
the  following  words : 

"$944.91.  Mt.  Pleasant,  Eacine  Co.  Wis.,  Oct.  17,  1902. 
"Three  years  after  date,  for  value  received,  we  jointly  and 
severally  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  Ida  L.  Bailey  the 
sum  of  nine  hundred  forty-four  and  91-100  dollars,  together 
with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum, 
interest  payable  annually,  and  I,  Anna  Fink,  one  of  the  mak- 
ers of  said  note,  hereby  charge  my  separate  estate  with  the 
payment  of  said  note. 

"Anna  Fink. 

"Charles  Fink." 

Defendant  Anna  Fink  at  that  time  had  a  separate  estate. 
She  did  not  receive  from  the  plaintiff  anything  of  value  nor 
any  consideration  for  her  act.  She  signed  solely  as  surety 
for  her  husband.  Neither  the  note  nor  the  consideration 
therefor  in  any  way  concerned  her  separate  estate  or  business. 
Upon  such  findings  the  court  concluded  that  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  judgment  against  Anna  Fink.  The  complaint 
was  accordingly  dismissed  as  to  her,  with  costs. 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  decision  that  Anna  Fink  did 
not  receive  any  consideration  for  signing  the  note ;  that  she 
signed  it  as  surety  only ;  and  that  it  did  not  concern  her  sepa- 
rate property  or  business. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Q-ittins  dc  Bwrgess, 
and  oral  argument  by  Roy  Burgess, 

C.  J.  Richards,  attorney,  and  Wallace  IngallSj  of  counsel, 
for  the  respondents. 

Marshall,  J.  The  only  controversy  here  is  as  to  whether 
the  findings  are  supported  by  the  evidence.  That  must  be 
determined  in  the  light  of  the  familiar  rule  that  the  con- 
clusions of  a  trial  court  on  issues  of  fact  are  to  be  regarded 
as  verities  on  appeal,  unless  contrary  to  the  clear  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence. 

There  is  no  room  for  fair  controversy  on  the  evidence  but 
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what  the  note  in  suit  was  given  to  take  up  one  of  respondent's 
husband's,  secured  by  a  chattel  mortgage  on  some  live  stock 
belonging  to  him,  and  that  she  signed  as  surety.  The  conten- 
tion that  the  trial  court  erred  in  holding  that  she  signed 
solely  as  surety,  receiving  no  consideration  therefor,  and  that 
her  act  did  not  in  any  way  concern  her  separate  property  or 
estate,  is  grounded  on  evidence  to  the  effect  that  Mr.  Fink 
desired  to  rent  the  farm  on  which  he  and  his  wife  resided, 
which  belonged  to  the  latter,  to  a  Mr.  Kosel  and  to  have  him 
buy  the  chattel  property  thereon,  which  was  mortgaged  to 
appellant;  that  Kosel  would  not  deal  that  way  unless  the 
mortgage  was  released,  and  that  the  note  in  suit  was  given  for 
that  purpose. 

The  farm  was  not  rented  to  Kosel  or  any  one  else,  so  far 
as  appears,  so  no  consideration  on  that  score  passed  to  re- 
spondent for  her  part  in  the  transaction,  unless  there  was 
one  in  that  appellant  surrendered  her  security  on  the  chattels 
in  consideration  of  the  new  note,  to  remove  an  existing  im- 
pediment to  renting  the  farm.  It  does  not  seem  that  the  trial 
court  was  bound  to  so  find,  or  to  find  that  the  transaction 
concerned  the  separate  property  or  business  of  respondent, 
since  there  is  ample  evidence  that  Kosel  was  willing  to  rent 
the  farm  without  buying  the  stock  and  offered  to  do  so,  but 
that  Mr,  Finh  insisted  upon  his  doing  both  if  he  took  the 
place.  In  that  situation  the  court  was  warranted  in  de- 
ciding that  the  giving  of  the  note,  as  regards  Mrs,  Fink,  was 
solely  to  aid  Mr.  Finh  to  sell  his  stock  and  that  she  signed  as 
surety  merely. 

It  is  insisted  that  appellant  changed  her  position  on  the 
faith  of  respondent's  part  in  the  transaction,  and  that  the 
latter  having  declared  in  the  paper  that  she  intended  to 
charge  her  separate  property  she  should  be  held  liable.  It 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  this  is  an  action  at  law, — purely 
so, — although  tried  by  the  court.  Respondent  could  not  be 
charged  in  that  form  of  action,  as  this  court  has  repeatedly 
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held,  unless  her  act  in  becoming  a  party  to  the  note  was  neces- 
sary or  convenient  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  her  separate 
property,  or  to  the  carrying  on  of  her  separate  business,  or 
related  to  her  personal  services.  Mere  intention  to  charge 
her  separate  estate,,  or  the  existence  of  equitable  grounds  for 
charging  it,  are  not  sufficient  at  law.  They  are  "good  only 
in  equity.  Emersoiv-Talcott  Co.  v.  Knapp,  90  Wis.  34,  62 
K  W.  945;  Mueller  v.  Wiese,  96  Wis.  381,  70  N.  W.  485; 
Hollister  v.  Bell,  107  Wis.  198,  83  N.  W.  297;  Stack  v.  Pad- 
den,  111  Wis.  42,  86  N.  W.  668;  Bitter  v.  Bruss,  116  Wis. 
55,  92  N.  W.  361 ;  Loizeaux  v.  Fremder,  123  Wis.  193,  101 
N.  W.  423;  Breed  v.  Breed,  125  Wis.  100,  103  N.  W.  271. 

In  Hollister  v.  Bell,  supra,  it  was  said : 

"A  married  woman's  note,  given  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  or  paying  the  debt  of  a  third  person,  is  void  at  law 
and  not  enforcible  in  equity  against  her  separate  property 
in  the  absence  of  some  equitable  considerations  rendering 
such  enforcement,  imder  the  circumstances,  just." 

It  was  further  said  that  a  plain  action  at  law  upon  a  mar- 
ried woman's  note  cannot  be  turned  into  an  equitable  action 
and  such  relief  given  as  is  grantable  only  in  equity.  Again 
it  was  said  in  Bitter  v.  Brass,  supra: 

"When  it  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the  defendant" 
sought  to  be  charged  "was  a  married  woman,  and  that  the 
debt  represented  by  the  note  was  the  husband's,  there  could 
b©  no  recovery  against  her  in  an  action  at  law,  unless  it  was 
shown  that  the  transaction  was  necessary  and  convenient  for 
the  use  and  enjoyment  of  her  separate  estate^  or  the  carrying 
on  of  her  separate  business,  or  in  relation  to  her  personal 
services." 

And  further,  quoting  from  Stack  v.  Padden,  supra: 

"It  is  not  sufficient  that  a  married  woman  shall  merely 

make  a  contract  intending  to  charge  her  separate  property. 

It  must  concern  her  separate  property  or  business  or  personal 

services." 

So  it  will  be  seen  that  the  conditions  requisite  to  a  re- 
covery at  law  against  a  married  woman  are  all  clearly  nega- 
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tived  in  the  findings.  As  we  view  the  record  such  findings 
<;annot  be  disturbed.  The  chattel  mortgage  released,  as  be- 
fore indicated,  was  on  the  property  of  Mr.  Firik.  The  debt 
represented  by  the  note  exchanged  for  the  new  note  was 
solely  his  debt  The  evidence  warranted  the  court  in  con- 
<3luding  that  the  release  was  secured  solely  to  facilitate  his 
efforts  to  close  out  his  stock.  If  there  are  equitable  con- 
fiiderations  for  charging  the  property  of  respondent,  and  that 
she  so  intended,  they  are,  as  has  been  seen,  not  available 
in  this  action.  The  fact  that  the  note  contains  a  declaration 
of  such  intention  is  of  itself  a  pretty  strong  indication  that 
it  was  not  thought  when  the  paper  was  prepared  that  re- 
spondent's part  in  the  transaction  would  render  her  liable 
at  law. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Fbasee  and  others.  Appellants,  vs.  Muiany  and  others.  Re- 
spondents. 

Beptemher  1^ — October  P,  1906. 

Toum  drains:  Jurisdiction  of  supervisors:  Defective  proceedings:  No- 
tice  of  hearing:  Determination  as  to  damages:  Benefits  to  high- 
way: Assessment  of  cost:  Arbitrary  or  fraudulent  action:  Re- 
cording of  orders,  etc:  Remedy  in  equity. 

1.  Under  the  statutes  relating  to  town  drains  (sees.  1359-1371,  Stats. 
1898)  the  supervisors  constitute  a  special  tribunal  for  adminis- 
trative purposes,  not  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the 
common  law,  and  exact  compliance  in  all  substantial  matters 
with  the  statutory  procedure  Is  essential  to  their  Jurisdiction. 

H.  If,  by  noncompliance  with  the  statute,  the  supervisors  lose  Juris- 
diction, their  proceeding  and  determination  are  wholly  void  and 
may  be  attacked  collaterally  or  directly. 

Z.  Failure  to  give  notice  of  the  first  hearing  as>  required  by  sec. 
1360,  Stats.  1S98,  is  fatal  to  the  Jurisdiction,  even  though  there 
is  an  affidavit  of  the  service  of  notice. 
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4.  Under  sees.  1363,  1364,  Stats.  1898,  a  determination  by  the  super- 

visors of  the  question  of  damages  to  lands  through  which  the- 
ditch  runs  Is  an  essential  preliminary  to  an  apportionment  of 
the  total  cost  of  construction  upon  the  lands  to  be  benefited. 

5.  Where  the  ditch  crosses  a  highway  the  supervisors  must,  under 

sec.  1363,  Stats.  1898,  before  assessing  the  cost  to  the  lands  to 
be  benefited,  consider  and  determine  whether  such  highway  will 
be  benefited  and,  if  so,  the  amount  of  such  benefit;  but  there 
is  no  presumption  that  the  supervisors  did  not  perform  thdt 
duty  from  the  mere  absence  of  an  assessment  against  the  town 
on  account  of  such  a  benefit 

6.  Arbitrary  or  fraudulent  omission  of  lands  directly  benefited  or 

inclusion  of  lands  not  at  all  benefited  renders  void  the  assess- 
ment of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  ditch. 

7.  The  recording  of  the  order  awarding  damages  to  the  owner  of 

land,  as  required  by  s^c.  1363,  Stats.  1898,  and  of  the  final  cer- 
tificate of  assessment  required  by  sec.  1364,  is  essential  to  the- 
validity  of  subsequent  proceedings. 

8.  Where  invalid  proceedings  to  establish  a  drain  across  lands  consti- 

tute a  cloud  upon  the  title  or  a  threatened  permanent  injury  to 
the  land,  the  owner  may  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  have  the- 
proceedings  declared  void  and  further  steps  therein  enjoined. 
The  remedy  by  appeal  from  the  determination  of  the  super- 
visors or  by  certiorari  is  not  adequate  in  such  a  case. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Walworth 
county:  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

The  appeal  is  from  an  order  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  of  the  plaintiffs,  praying  that  the  defendants,  who 
are  the  supervisors  of  East  Troy,  Walworth  county,  be  tem- 
porarily and  permanently  restrained  from  all  proceedings  to- 
wards constructing  a  certain  ditch,  and  that  the  proceedings 
already  taken  to  authorize  the  same  be  adjudged  invalid. 
The  five  plaintiffs  are  several  owners  of  different  parcels  of 
land  through  which  the  ditch  passes  and  against  whom  an  as- 
sessment has  been  made  for  its  construction  and  who  are  sev- 
erally charged  with  the  duty  of  maintaining  specified  sections 
thereof.  The  proceeding  assailed  is  imder  the  town  drain 
statutes,  sees.  1359-1371,  Stats.  1898. 

The  complaint  avers  the  filing  of  due  petition  by  a  suf- 
ficient number  of  freeholders  alleging  the  necessary  facts,. 
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and  the  making  of  an  order  of  notice  for  hearing  for  the  18th 
day  of  IsTovember,  1905,  but  that,  altliough  such  service  was 
attempted  and  a  so-called  proof  of  service  was  made,  of  which 
a  copy  is  attached  to  the  complaint,  such  notice  was  not  in 
fact  served  upon  each  of  the  resident  owners  of  the  several 
tracts  of  land  through  which  the  ditch  would  pass,  either 
personally  or  by  leaving  a  copy  at  their  usual  place  of  abode 
at  least  five  days  before  the  time  fixed  for  such  meeting,  and 
that  the  notice  was  in  fact  not  served  in  any  manner  what- 
soever upon  a  large  number  of  such  resident  owners.  The 
80-called  proof  of  service  is  made  by  affidavit  of  a  nonofficial 
person,  and  states  merely  that  he  personally  served  the  an- 
nexed notice  upon  the  necessary  persons,  naming  them,  and 
that  he  posted  such  notice  in  three  specified  public  places. 
It  is  further  alleged  that  the  defendants  met  at  the  time 
specified  to  examine  the  location  and  hear  protests,  assuming 
that  such  notices  had  been  served,  and  on  the  23d  day  of 
December  made  an  order  purporting  to  lay  out  said  ditch 
and  establishing  the  route,  in  form  substantially  according 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  copy  of  which  is  annexed 
to  the  complaint,  and  also  on  said  day  made  an  order  dividing 
said  ditch  into  sections  and  assigning  to  each  of  the  owners 
of  certain  parcels  of  land  benefited,  including  plaintiffs',  a 
section  of  such  ditch  to  be  kept  in  repair,  and  also  declared 
an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  each  section  sepa- 
rately, but  did  not  determine  dr  estimate  or  include  in  the 
amount  necessary  to  be  raised  for  the  construction  of  said 
ditch  any  damages  to  any  of  the  persons  through  whose  lands 
said  ditch  was  to  pass. 

The  complaint  also  alleges  that  on  the  26th  day  of  Decem- 
ber the  defendants  attempted  to  apportion  and  assess  the  total 
cost  of  construction  upon  the  tracts  of  lands  which  in  their 
judgment  would  be  directly  benefited,  and  made  and  signed 
a  document  purporting  to  be  a  certificate  of  such  assessment, 
and  filed  the  same  in  the  office  of  the  town  clerk,  but  did  not 
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cause  it  to  be  recorded  in  the  town  clerk's  office  at  any  time, 
and  the  same  never  has  been  recorded ;  that  in  so  apportion- 
ing said  ditch  it  was  divided  into  a  less  number  of  sections 
than  the  number  of  the  several  parcels  of  land  which  would 
be  directly  benefited  by  the  construction  thereof;  that  no 
agreement  was  ever  made  with  any  of  the  owners  ascertain* 
ing  the  damages  to  them  from  the  opening  of  the  ditch,  nor 
was  any  release  in  writing  received  from  any  such  owners, 
and  no  award  or  determination  of  the  damages  in  writing  or 
otherwise  wa^  ever  made,  nor  was  the  question  passed  upon  or 
considered  by  the  defendants;  that  the  defendants  did  not 
apportion  or  assess  the  cost  of  construction  upon  all  the  tracts 
of  land  directly  benefited  in  proportion  to  the  benefit  to  be 
respectively  derived  from  such  tax,  but  arbitrarily  and  not 
in  the  exercise  of  their  judgment  omitted  and  failed  to  assess 
any  portion  of  the  cost  upon  a  number  of  tracts  of  land  which 
would  be  directly  benefited,  and  unreasonably  and  arbitrarily, 
and  not  in  the  exercise  of  their  judgment,  did  assess  part  of 
the  cost  of  construction  to  several  tracts  of  land  not  in  fact 
directly  or  indirectly  benefited  by  such  ditch,  and  which, 
owing  to  their  physical  conformation,  could  not  be  in  any 
manner  so  benefited ;  that  the  ditch  is  laid  across  at  least  one 
public  highway,  but  defendants  made  no  determination  in  any 
manner  whether  such  public  highway  would  be  benefited  by 
such  construction  of  the  ditch,  nor  the  amount,  if  any,  of 
such  benefit  which  should  be 'paid  by  the  town;  that  certain 
stated  amoimts  were  assessed  against  the  lands  of  each  of  the 
plaintiffs,  which  the  defendants  caused  to  be  extended  upon 
the  tax  roll  of  the  town  in  process  of  collection  at  the  time 
of  making  the  complaint ;  wherefore  the  proceedings  are  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful  and  void. 

The  complaint  further  states  serious  damage  to  the  several 
plaintiffs  to  result  from  the  excavation  upon  their  lands  and 
the  diversion  of  a  natural  watercourse  or  stream  of  great  value 
to  them  and  each  of  them  for  watering  stock,  from  which 
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privil^e  and  opportunity  they  "will  be  deprived,  as  also  of 
other  benefits  derived  from  such  watercourse  in  its  natural 
state,  and  whereby,  also,  large  quantities  of  water  will  be 
gathered  together  and  discharged  upon  and  over  the  lands  of 
the  plaintiffs,  to  their  serious  injury  and  the  creation  of  nui- 
sance thereon;  that  the  defendants  threaten  and  intend  to 
let  contracts  and  proceed  with  the  construction  of  said  ditch 
across  the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  the  value  of  their 
respective  lands  will  be  greatly  diminished  and  their  prop- 
erty injured,  and  that  they  have  no  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Tullar  &  Lockney, 
and  oral  argument  by  Henry  LocTcney. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  hj'Byan,  Merton  <& 
Neivbury  and  Jay  W.  Page,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  E. 
Merlon  and  Mr.  Page. 

DoDOE,  J.  The  supervisors  of  a  town,  under  the  town 
ditch  statutes,  constitute  a  special  tribunal  for  administrative 
purposes,  not  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law;  hence  exact  compliance  with  the  course  of  pro- 
ceedings prescribed  by  law,  at  least  in  all  substantial  matters, 
is  essential  to  their  jurisdiction.  Unlike  courts  of  record, 
they  have  no  jurisdiction  to  err  as  to  the  law  governing  pro- 
cedure. Their  field  of  permissive  error  without  loss  of  juris- 
diction is  confined  to  those  subjects  over  which  they  are  au- 
thorized to  exercise  judgment  or  discretion.  Buhland  v. 
Hazel  Oreen,  55  Wis.  664, 13  K  W.  877 ;  State  ex  rel.  Heller 
V.  Lawler,  103  Wis.  460,  79  N.  W.  777 ;  State  ex  rel.  Burner 
V.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  239,  85  K  W.  1046;  State  ex  rel. 
Augusta  v.  Loshy,  115  Wis.  57,  63,  90  N.  W.  188 ;  Holz  v. 
Bediske,  116  Wis.  353,  92  N.  W.  1105.  If  they  lose  juris- 
diction by  failure  to  perform  any  necessary  step,  their  pro- 
ceeding and  determination  are  wholly  void  and  may  be  at- 
tacked collaterally  or  directly.  Ruhland  v.  Jones,  55  Wis. 
673,  13  K  W.  689;  McKee  v.  Hull,  69  Wis.  657,  35  K  W. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


4382  SUPREME  OOUET  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Oor. 

Fraser  v.  Mulany,  129  Wis.  877. 

49;  Schroeder  v.  Klipp,  120  Wis.  245,  97  N.  W.  909.  In 
the  light  of  these  general  rules,  we  proceed  to  consider  the 
defects  in  the  proceeding  alleged  in  the  complaint,  omitting 
such  as  appellants  have  not  argued,  on  the  assumption  that 
they  may  have  been  found  unsupported  in  fact  and  therefore 
immaterial. 

1.  There  is  positive  allegation  of  failure  to  give  notice  of 
the  first  hearing,  as  required  by  sec.  1360,  Stats.  1898.  This 
is  fatal  according  to  unvarying  authority.  Roehrbom  v. 
Schmidt,  16  Wis.  519;  State  v,  Langer,  29  Wis.  68;  State 
ex  rel.  Foster  v.  Graham,  60  Wis.  395,  399,  19  N.  W.  359; 
State  V.  Logue,  73  Wis.  598,  41  N.  W.  1061.  Respondents 
seem  to  contend  that  assertion  of  the  presence  in  the  record 
of  an  affidavit  of  service  by  somfi  one  neutralizes  the  express 
allegation  of  absence  of  such  service.  This  is  mere  confu- 
sion. While  the  complaint  asserts  the  existence  of  the  paper, 
it  nowhere  alleges  or  admits  that  any  of  the  facts  stated  by  it 
are  true.  McVichie  v.  Knight,  82  Wis.  137,  51  N.  W.  1094. 
Another  contention  is  that  some  presumption  conclusively 
supports  the  proceeding,  if  the  record  shows  declaration  of 
service.  It  would  be  strange  indeed  if  this  tribunal,  having 
no  authority  to  proceed  at  all  unless  service  was  in  fact  made, 
could  yet  go  on  with  condemnation  of  plaintifl^s'  lands  and 
assessment  of  expenses  in  entire  absence  of  such  service, 
merely  because  the  record  showed  that  they  believed,  or  said 
they  believed,  the  notice  had  been  given.  No  such  solecism 
is  recognized  by  the  law.  Bape  v.  Beaton,  9  Wis.  328; 
Schroeder  v.  Elipp,  120  Wis.  245,  250,  97  N.  W.  909. 

2.  The  next  seriously  debated  defect  in  the  proceedings  is 
based  upon  the  allegation  of  the  complaint  that  the  supervis- 
ors did  not  consider,  decide,  or  estimate  the  damages  to  any 
of  the  persons  through  whose  lands  the  ditch  was  to  pass,  nor 
ascertain  such  damages  by  agreement,  although  it  is  also  posi- 
tively allied  that  serious  damage  would  be  caused  to  the 
lands  of  each  of  these  plaintiffs.     Sec.  1363,  Stats.  1898, 
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which  authorizes  the  board  to  apportion  the  maintenance  of 
the  proposed  drain  in  sections  upon  the  persons  directly  bene- 
fited,, also  requires  that  they  shall  estimate  the  cost  of  con- 
structing each  such  section  separately,  and  also  the  damages 
which  any  owner  of  any  parcel  of  land  through  which  such 
drain  has  been  laid  out  will  sustain  by  reason  of  its  construc- 
tion and  opening.  The  cost  of  such  construction  and  all  the 
damages  occasioned  thereby,  together  with  the  cost  and  ex* 
penses  of  surveys,  maps,  plans,  and  estimates,  shall  be  held  to 
be  the  total  cost  of  such  drain,  ditch,  or  watercourse.  By  sec. 
1364,  Stats.  1898,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  supervisors  to 
apportion  such  "total  cost  of  construction"  upon  the  several 
tracts  of  land  which,  in  their  judgment,  will  be  directly  bene- 
fited, in  proportion  to  the  benefits  to  be  respectively  derived 
by  such  tracts.  Sec.  1363  further  provides  that,  when  dam- 
ages are  not  ascertained  by  agreement  with  the  owner,  the  su- 
pervisors "shall  award  to  the  owner  of  each  parcel  of  land  so 
•damaged  such  amount  of  damages  as  they  shall  adjudge  to  be 
reasonable  and  just." 

It  is  clear  that  the  statutory  scheme  for  constructing  this 
ditch  requires,  as  an  essential,  that  before  the  attempt  to  ap- 
portion the  expense  of  construction  amongst  those  benefited 
there  shall  be  a  determination  by  the  supervisors  of  the  ques- 
tion of  damages  to  lands  through  which  it  runs;  for,  obvi- 
ously, the  cutting  of  a  ditch  through  the  premises  of  an  indi- 
vidual is  a  taking  of  property  which  is  forbidden  by  the  con- 
stitution unless  due  compensation  be  made  therefor,  save  in 
the  case  where  a  nuisance  exists  on  those  very  premises,  which 
the  legislature  might  perhaps  under  its  police  power  abate 
at  the  expense  of  the  landowner — a  situation  not  suggested 
as  to  any  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  present  record.  Further, 
it  is  obvious  that  the  statute  contemplate©  no  liability  of  the 
town  or  any  mimicipality  for  any  expenses  in  the  construction 
of  such  ditches;  for  the  total  cost,  including  the  cost  of  ob- 
taining right  of  way,  is  only  authorized  to  be  paid  ont  of  the 
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assessments  upon  lands  directly  benefited  in  proportion  to 
the  benefits  received  by  them.  This  is,  of  course,  an  exercise 
of  the  taxing  power  as  to  all  lands  not  themselves  the  situs 
of  a  nuisance,  and  the  imposition  cannot  be  permitted  to  ex- 
ceed the  actual  benefits  derived. ,  The  supervisors,  therefore, 
cannot  know  whether  they  can  raise  the  money  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  the  ditch,  including  damages,  until  they 
have  first  ascertained  the  amoimt  of  such  cost  and  whether 
the  benefits  to  lands  specially  benefited  will  equal  or  exceed  it. 
It  is  therefore  not  merely  a  matter  of  form,  but  of  essential 
substance,  that  the  supervisors  should  consider  and  decide 
upon  the  amount  of  damages  caused  to  any  property  through 
which  the  ditch  is  to  run  before  they  can  make  their  final 
order  of  assessment.  This,  according  to  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint,  they  have  wholly  failed  to  do,  and  their  fur- 
ther orders,  to  which  this  was  a  statutory  preliminary,  are 
without  jurisdiction  and  void,  as  would  be  any  attempt  by 
them  to  let  contracts  or  to  enter  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaint- 
iffs which  it  is  alleged  will  be  damaged  by  the  proceeding.. 
McKee  v.  Hull,  69  Wis.  657,  35  N.  W.  49 ;  Sanderson  v.  Her- 
man, 108  Wis.  662,  84  K  W.  890,  85  K  W.  141;  Schroeder 
V.  Klipp,  120  Wis.  245,  97  N.  W.  909 ;  Rude  v.  St.  Marie, 
121  Wis.  634,  644,  99  K  W.  460;  1  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  (2d 
ed.)  §  187. 

3.  The  complaint  also  alleged  that  at  least  one  highway 
was  crossed  by  the  ditch,  but  that  the  supervisors  wholly 
failed  to  consider  or  determine  whether  any  benefits  would  be 
derived  to  said  highway,  or  how  much.  Sec.  1364  requires 
that,  in  case  any  public  highway  will  be  benefited,  the  super- 
visors shall  determine  the  amount  of  such  benefit  which  shall 
be  paid  by  the  town,  and  the  remainder  of  such  cost  shall 
then  *  be  apportioned  and  assessed  to  the  lands  benefited. 
Clearly  it  is  the  duty,  and  is  essential  to  the  performance  of 
their  other  functions,  that  the  supervisors  shall  consider  as  to 
each  highway  whether  it  derives  benefit  and  the  amount  there- 
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of;  for  the  amount  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  property 
benefited  cannot  be  ascertained  until  that  is  done.  Doubt- 
less, however,  there  is  no  presumption  from  mere  absence  of 
assessment  that  the  supervisors  did  not  perform  their  duty, 
which^it  will  be  noticed  is  devolved  upon  them  only  in  case 
a  public  highway  is  benefited.  If  it  were  alleged  as  a  fact 
in  the  complaint  that  any  highway  was  so  benefited  and  the 
supervisors  had  failed  and  neglected  to  pass  upon  that  ques- 
tion, we  think  it  would  present  a  fatal  departure  from  their 
duty ;  but  the  complaint  contains  no  allegation  that  any  high- 
way will  be  benefited,  hence  the  omission  to  ascertain  and 
embody  in  their  order  the  amount  of  such  benefit  is  imma- 
terial. 

4.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the  supervisors  arbitrarily  and 
not  in  the  exercise  of  judgment  omitted  lands  directly  bene- 
fited, and  in  like  manner  assessed  portions  of  the  cost  on  lands 
not  at  all  benefited.  While,  of  course,  the  apportionment  of 
cost  and  estimate* of  benefits  is  the  field  over  which  especially 
discretion  is  given  to  these  supervisors,  subject  only  to  an  ap- 
peal to  another  special  tribunal,  and  while  it  is  probably  true 
that  the  landowner  must  suffer  the  result  of  any  honest  mis- 
take or  error  of  judgment  committed  by  the  supervisors  in 
this  field  (Hennessy  v.  Douglas  Co.  99  Wis.  129,  74  K  W. 
983^,  yet  no  statutory  duty  is  more  imperative  than  that  they 
shall  honestly  exercise  the  judgment  and  discretion  thus  con- 
ferred on  them.  From  the  very  fact  of  the  granting  of  such 
discretion  results  the  opportunity  to  abuse  it.  Such  an  op- 
portunity can  be  used  to  wilfully  and  dishonestly,  through  fa- 
voritism or  animosity,  assess  or  exempt  property,  and  if  it  is 
possible  to  prove  that  their  final  determination  was  the  result 
of  a  failure  or  refusal  to  exercise  judgment,  and  was  reached 
arbitrarily  or  fraudulently,  then  such  a  departure  from  their 
statutory  duty  is  disclosed  as  must  avoid  their  action.  Weeks 
V.  Milwaukee,  10  Wis.  242,  264;  Hayes  v,  Douglas  Co,  92 
Wis.  429,  65  N.  W.  482 ;  Kersten  v.  Milivauhee,  106  Wis. 
Vol.  129  —  25 
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200,  81  N.  W.  948,  1103 ;  Sanderson  v.  Herman,  108  Wis. 
662,  84  N.  W.  890,  85  N.  W.  141;  Friedrich  v.  Milwaukee, 
114  Wis.  304,  90  N.  W.  174. 

5.  It  is  alleged  that  the  supervisors  have  failed  at  any  time 
to  cause  to  be  recorded  in  the  town  clerk's  oflSce  the  final  cer- 
tificate which  they  are  required  to  make  by  sec.  1364,  Stats. 
1898,  setting  forth  the  total  cost  of  construction,  a  separate 
description  of  each  piece  or  parcel  of  land  which  in  their  judg- 
ment will  be  directly  benefited,  and  the  amount  assessed  by 
them  to  the  same.  They  are  also  required,  by  sec.  1363,  to 
cause  to  be  recorded  their  order  awarding  damages  to  the 
owners  of  land.  We  can  see  no  escape  from  the  conclusion 
that  the  recording  of  these  papers  is  imposed  as  a  step  essen- 
tial to  the  validity  of  all  subsequent  proceedings.  Impor- 
tant rights  by  one  landowner  against  another  and  in  favor  of 
the  public  against  the  various  parcels  ot  land  are  to  be  based 
upon  such  document,  and  the  time  for  enforcement  of  such 
rights  may  be  far  in  the  future.  Similar  statutes  requiring 
filing  of  lis  pendens  or  of  orders  or  certificates  have  been  held 
mandatory,  and  a  breach  thereof  fatal  to  further  jurisdiction. 
JSvennes  v.  West  Salem,  114  Wis.  650,  91  N.  W.  121 ;  Ruh- 
land  V.  Hazel  Green,  65  Wiig.  664,  13  N.  W.  877 ;  State  ex 
rel  Hewitt  v.  Graves,  120  Wis.  607,  98  N.  W.  516 ;  Rude  v. 
St:  Marie,  121  Wis.  634,  99  N.  W.  460.  It  is  of  the  highest 
importance  that  there  should  be  a  record  to  which  reference 
can  be  made  to  ascertain  the  burdens  resting  upon  these  vari- 
ous parcels  of  land  in  order  to  prevent  confusion  and  uncer- 
tainty. There  were,  therefore,  excellent  reasons  why  the 
legislature  should  make  this  duty  mandatory,  and  why  the 
owner  of  any  land  to  be  affected  by  such  certificate  should 
have  a  right  to  complain  of  its  omission. 

Counsel  for  respondents  cite  Rude  v,  St.  Marie,  supra,  as 
adverse  to  that  view ;  but  a  reading  of  that  case  would  have 
€hown  them  that  the  court  expressly  declared  that,  if  the  stat- 
ute requiring  town  boards  to  file  lis  pendens  in  such  special 
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proceedings  applied  to  supervisors,  the  omission  would  have 
been  fatal  It  was  only  by  such  construction  of  the  statute 
as  to  exclude  it  from  application  to  this  tribunal  that  the 
omission  was  held  innocuous.  We  must  conclude  that  the 
recording  of  these  documents  is  essential  to  the  continued 
jurisdiction  of  the  supervisors  to  proceed  further  in  the  mat- 
ter." 

6.  It  is  contended  that  other  and  adequate  remedy  exists, 
so  that  a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  take  jurisdiction.  This 
contention  cannot  be  sustained.  The  appeal  suggested  by 
respondents'  counsel  is  by  no  means  adequate.  It  does  not 
run  tor  a  court.  It  confers  review  merely  of  the  supervisors' 
discretionary  acts,  not  of  the  validity  of  the  proceedings. 
Certiorari  is  not  an  adequate  remedy,  for  that  is  a  discretion- 
ary writ  which  the  court  may  refuse  on  the  ground  that  the 
subject  can  be  better  litigated  in  other  proceedings  (State  ex 
rel.  HallavAr  v.  Oomell,  116  Wis.  606,  93  N.  W.  542),  and, 
further,  facts  dehors  the  record,  of  which  there  are  many  al- 
leged affecting  the  validity  of  the  proceedings,  as  already  ap- 
pears, could  not  be  availed  of  upon  certiorari  (State  ex  rel, 
Augusta  v.  Losby,  115  Wis.  67,  90  K  W.  188).  The  appli- 
cability of  a  suit  in  equity  to  declare  void  the  proceedings  and 
enjoin  further  steps,  where,  as  here,  the  proceedings  consti- 
tute a  doud  on  the  title  of  the  property  owner  or  a  threatened 
permanent  injury  to  his  land,  has  been  often  declared  in  this 
state.  Buhland  v.  Jones,  55  Wis.  673,  13  K  W.  689 ;  Baier 
V.  Hosmer,  107  Wis.  380,  83  K  W.  645 ;  Kersten  v.  Milwau- 
Jcee,  106  Wis.  200,  81  K  W.  948,  1103. 

By  the  Court. — Order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  according  to  law. 
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Babtholomaus,  by  guardian  ad  litem.  Appellant,  vs.  Mil- 
waukee Electeio  Railway  &  Light  Company,  Re- 
spondent* 

Beptemher  15 — October  P,  1906. 

Street  railways:  Injury  to  passenger:  Collision  at  railroad  crossing: 
Ordinance  requiring  street  cars  to  stop,  etc:  Several  tracks: 
Negligence  of  employees:  Evidence:  Court  and  jury. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  street  railway  company  for  injuries  sus- 

tained by  a  passenger  in  a  collision  with  a  train  at  a  railroad 
crossing,  the  evidence  Is  held  to  §how,  as  matter  of  law,  com- 
pliance with  a  municipal  ordinance  which  made  it  the  duty  of 
the  motorman  to  stop  the  car  at  least  twenty  feet  from  the  rail- 
road crossing  and  of  the  conductor  to  pass  in  front  of  the  car 
a  suflacient  distance  to  enable  him  to  ascertain  whether  there 
was  any  danger  in  sight  before  the  car  was  again  placed  in  mo- 
tion. 

2.  Where  a  distance  of  only  about  eighty-flve  feet  intervened  be- 

tween the  tracks  of  different  railroads  crossed  by  street  rail- 
way tracks,  the  ordinance  did  not  require  that  a  street  car, 
which  had  stopped  before  crossing  the  track  of  the  first  rail- 
road, should  again  stop  before  crossing  the  tracks  of  the  sec- 
ond. It  is  sufficient  in  such  a  case  if  the  conductor  proceeds 
sufficiently  in  advance  of  the  car  to  a  point  on  the  tracks  of 
the  second  railroad  where  he  can  ascertain  whether  there  Is 
any  visible  danger  before  the  car  crosses  them. 

3.  The  results  of  calculations  based  upon  statements  of  witnesses  as 

to  the  speed  of  the  railroad  train,  the'  speed  of  the  street  car, 
and  the  distances  traveled  by  the  train  after  the  noise  of  its 
approach  was  heard  by  the  conductor  of  the  street  car,  do  not 
constitute  established  physical  facts  such  as  would  raise  a  con- 
rflict  of  evidence  and  make  the  question  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  conductor  and  motorman  one  for  the  Jury,  as  against 
the  imcontradicted  positive  testimony  showing  that  they  were 
not  negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  the  tracks. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee coimty:  Laweence  W.  Haxsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Af- 
firmed. 

Plaintiff  sues  to  recover  damages  for  a  personal  injury. 
On  the  evening  of  March  16,  1902,  Henrietta  Bartholomaus, 
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the  plaintiff,  was  a  passenger  on  one  of  defendant's  street 
cars,  traveling  over  and  along  Kinnickinnic  avenue  in  the  city 
of  Milwaukee.  The  car  reached  the  point  where  the  acci- 
dent occurred  at  about  8 :40  o'clock  p.  m.  At  this  point  de- 
fendant's tracks  extend  along  Kinnickinnic  avenue,  running 
in  a  northwesterly  and  southeasterly  direction,  and  are  inter- 
sected by  the  tracks  of  the  Chicago  &  Xorthwestem  Kailway 
Company  and  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Kailway 
Company.  The  sketch  on  the  following  page  represents  the 
track  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  railroads  located  at 
the  point  of  intersection.   • 

The  night  was  cold.  It  had  been  and  was  still  snowing, 
and  there  was  a  southwest  wind  blowing  at  a  velocity  of  about 
tvventy-five  miles  per  hour.  The  street  car  approached  the 
<;rossing  from  the  north  at  about  the  time  the  regular  passen- 
ger train  on  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Kailway, 
running  from  Chicago  to  Milwaukee,  was  scheduled  to  pass 
over  the  crossing  on  the  southeasterly  track  of  the  railway. 
When  it  approached  the  track  of  the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  • 
Kailway  the  conductor  of  the  car  went  in  front  of  the  car  to 
'where  he  had  a  clear  view  of  this  track,  made  observations  of 
the  track  for  approaching  trains,  and  then  signaled  to  the 
motorman  to  come  along  with  the  car,  meanwhile  preceding 
the  car  to  the  first  main  track  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & 
St.  Paul  Kailway  Company.  The  motorman  obeyed  the  sig- 
nal and  advanced  the  car  to  cross  the  railway  tracks.  Before 
the  car  had  cleared  the  last  railway  track  the  passenger  train 
<x)ming  from  Chicago  collided  with  the  rear  end  of  the  car, 
threw  it  off  the  rails,  caused  plaintiff  and  other  passengers 
to  be  violently  th^o^^^l  from  their  seats,  and  caused  the  injury 
to  plaintiff's  person  for  which  she  claims  damages.  The 
plaintiff  charged  that  the  defendant's  servants  were  negligent 
in  several  respects  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  its 
servants  and  employees  in  running  this  car  over  the  railway 
<;rossing.     These  will  be  specifically  considered  in  the  opin- 
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ion.  The  case  was  tried  before  the  court  and  a  jury.  The 
court  directed  a  verdict  to  be  found  in  defendant's  favor,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  showed  without  dispute  that  de- 
fendant was  not  guilty  of  negligence  as  charged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  awarded  judgment  against  plaintiff  for  defend- 
ant's costs  in  the  action.  This  is  an  appeal  from  such  judg- 
ment. 

W.  B.  Btibin,  for  the  appellant 

Clarke  M.  Rosecrantz,  for  the  respondent. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  It  is  Contended  that  the  defendant's  serv- 
ants were  negligent  in  failing  to  obey  the  ordinance  of  the 
city  of  Milwaukee  prescribing  the  duties  of  persons  operating 
street  cars  upon  the  streets  of  the  city.  The  ordinance  pro- 
vides : 

"It  is  hereby  made  the  duty  of  every  motorman  of  an 
electric  car,  .  .  .  before  crossing  a  railway  crossing  or  bridge 
with  such  car,  to  cause  the  same  to  come  to  a  standstill  at 
least  twenty  feet  from  such  railroad  crossing  or  bridge,  and 
it  shall  then  be  the  duty  of  the  conductor  of  such  car  to  pass 
in  front  of  the  same  a  suiBScient  distance  to  enable  him  to  as- 
certain whether  there  is  any  danger  in  sight  and  before  said 
car  is  again  placed  in  motion  before  crossing  a  railroad  cross- 
ing." 

One  of  the  obvious  purposes  of  this  ordinance  is  to  protect 
passengers  on  street  cars  from  the  dangers  of  collisions  with 
railroad  trains.  It  is  charged  that  defendant's  servants  omit- 
ted their  duty  on  the  occasion  of  this  collision,  in  that  they 
failed  to  stop  the  car  at  the  required  distance  from  the  rail- 
road tracks  of  both  railroads  at  the  crossings  on  Kinnickin- 
nic  avenue.  If  the  defendant's  servants  actually  failed  to- 
comply  with  the  ordinance  as  claimed,  it  would  constitute 
proof  tending  to  show  the  negligence  charged,  and  under  such 
circumstances  the  case  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury 
for  a  determination  of  the  question.  -  We  do  not  find  the  claim 
that  the  car  was  not  stopped  before  crossing  the  Chicago  & 
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Northwestern  Railway  track  as  required  by  the  ordinance 
supported  by  the  evidence.  The  only  witnesses  testifying  di- 
rectly on  this  point  are  the  motorman  and  the  conductor  of 
the  car,  who  both  state  that  it  was  stopped  and  that  the  con- 
ductor passed  in  front  of  the  car  and  ascertained  that  there 
was  no  danger  in  sight  before  he  signaled  to  the  motorman 
to  cross  the  track.  Plaintiff  relies  upon  the  testimony  of  the 
witness  Behling  as  contradicting  this  evidence,  but  no  such 
contradiction  appears.  Mr.  Behling,  the  gatekeeper  at  the 
railway  crossing,  testified  that  he  saw  the  conductor  in  front 
of  the  car  before  it  crossed  this  track  and  that  he  saw  the  car 
moving,  but  he  nowhere  asserts,  nor  can  it  be  inferred  from 
his  statements,  that  the  car  did  not  stop  as  required.  It  is 
apparent  that  he  did  not  observe  what  took  place  until  the 
car  was  in  motion  in  compliance  with  the  signal  of  the  con- 
ductor after  he  had  ascertained  that  there  was  no  danger  in 
crossing. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  ordinance  required  that  the  car 
should  be  brought  to  a  standstill  at  the  specified  distance  from 
the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway  tracks  before 
crossing  them,  and  that  the  conductor  should  perform  his  du- 
ties as  prescribed  by  the  ordinance  before  the  car  was  again 
put  in  motion  to  cross  them.  It  must  be  held  that  the  ordi- 
nance was  intended  to  prescribe  a  safe  method  of  conducting 
the  street-car  business  at  and  over  railroad  crossings  for  the 
best  protection  of  passengers  and  the  public  against  collision 
with  railroad  trains.  An  inspection  of  the  crossing  in  ques- 
tion shows  that  the  space  necessarily  occupied  in  running  cars 
and  trains  over  the  respective  tracks  at  the  points  of  intersec- 
tion was  so  great  that  this  object  of  protection  could  not  have 
been  attained  by  stopping  street  cars  between  the  two  railroad 
companies'  tracks  at  this  crossing.  The  distance  between  the 
main  tracks  of  the  two  railroads  of  about  eighty-five  feet  is 
not  sufficient  to  make  it  practicable  to  stop  a  car  so  as  to  avoid 
the  dangers  of  collision  with  passing  railroad  trains.     This 
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distance  is  but  a  few  feet  in  excess  of  the  length  of  a  car,  and 
it  would  be  impracticable  to  stop  the  car  on  account  of  the 
great  danger  of  having  one  end  of  the  car  within  the  danger 
line  of  a  passing  train.  The  attempt  to  stop  cars  in  such  a 
situation  would  increase  the  danger  of  collision  instead  of 
diminishing  it,  and  render  the  ordinance  unreasonable  in  its 
operation.  We  must  hold  that  defendant  was  not  required  to 
bring  its  cars  to  a  standstill  between  the  tracks  of  the  two 
railroads  before  crossing  the  last  one. 

It  is  urged  that  the  conductor  failed  to  go  a  sufficient  dis- 
tance in  front  of  the  car  before  crossing  the  Chicago,  Milwau- 
kee &  St.  Paul  Railway  tracks  to  enable  him  to  ascertain  the 
•danger  from  approaching  trains.  The  evidence  discloses  that 
he  preceded  the  car  sufficiently  in  advance  to  a  point  between 
the  rails  of  the  first  main  track,  or  between  the  two  main 
tracks.  From  either  of  these  points  he  had  a  clear  view  of  the 
tracks  in  both  directions  and  was  able  to  ascertain  whether 
there  was  any  visible  danger  from  approaching  trains  in  pass- 
ing the  crossing.  He  then  signaled  to  the  motorman  to  pro- 
K?eed  over  the  crossing.  This  evidence  shows  without  dispute 
Aat  defendant's  servants  complied  with  the  requirements  of 
the  ordinances  in  respect  to  bringing  the  car  to  a  standstill  at 
the  required  distance  from  the  railway  tracks  and  that  the 
•conductor  was  a  sufficient  distance  in  front  of  the  car  at  the 
-crossing  and  in  a  place  to  observe  the  danger  from  approach- 
ing trains. 

It  is  further  contended  that  there  is  evidence  showing  neg- 
ligence of  defendant's  servants  in  attempting  to  pass  over 
this  crossing  in  the  manner  and  at  the  time  they  did,  because 
they  had  been  informed  of  the  approach  of  the  passenger  train 
before  the  car  was  in  a  place  of  danger  from  collision  with  it. 
This  is  urged  on  the  ground  that  the  conductor  of  the  car  was 
informed  of  the  approach  of  the  train  by  the  noise  it  made  as 
it  passed  upon  a  bridge  about  300  feet  to  the  south  of  the 
<;rossing,  and  that  he  was  warned  of  its  coming  by  the  gate- 
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keeper  at  the  railway  crossing  TvlieTi  the  car  was  remote  from 
the  danger  line  of  the  approaching  train,  and  also  that  he  dis- 
regarded the  warning,  and  negligently  and  carelessly  directed 
the  motorman  to  proceed  into  the  place  of  danger  where  the 
collision  occurred.  The  witness  Behling  was  somewhat  con- 
fusing in  giving  his  version  of  the  transaction,  but  an  analy- 
sis of  his  statements  removes  any  apparent  conflict  and  es- 
tablishes that  he  spoke  to  the  conductor  concerning  the  com- 
ing of  the  train  while  the  conductor  was  passing  from  the 
Chicago  &  Northwestern  track  to  those  of  the  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee &  St  Paul  Railway,  when  he  said  that  something  was 
coming,  though  he  neither  saw  nor  heard  any  train.  He  tes- 
tifies that  he  did  not  let  the  gates  down  to  stop  the  car  from 
passing  over  the  track,  and  that  he  did  nothing  else  to  indicate 
that  there  was  danger  should  the  car  attempt  to  cross.  It  is 
evident  that  neither  he,  the  conductor,  nor  the  motorman  had 
any  information  at  this  time  that  the  passenger  train  was  ap- 
proaching. It  Avould  seem  that  the  conductor  proceeded  un- 
til he  came  to  the  main  track  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & 
St.  Paul  Railway,  and  there  made  his  observation  to  ascertain 
whether  a  train  was  approaching  from  either  direction ;  that 
he  neither  saw  nor  heard  anything  of  an  approaching  train,, 
and  he  then  directed  the  motorman  to  cross  the  tracks,  and 
that  the  motorman  immediately  obeyed  the  call  and  proceeded 
to  cross  in  the  usual  way.  At  this  time  and  after  the  car  had 
reached  the  first  rail  of  the  nearest  main  track,  Mr.  Behling 
and  the  conductor  heard  the  noise  of  the  train  crossing  the 
bridge,  and  Mr.  Behling  then  told  the  conductor  to  pull  for- 
ward or  to  back  up  quickly  to  avoid  a  collision.  This  was 
manifestly  what  this  witness  intended  to  state  as  his  recol- 
lection of  what  occurred,  though  it  was  somewhat  obscured 
by  the  difficulty  with  which  he  understood  English  and  was 
able  to  give  his  version  of  the  transaction.  In  view  of  this 
evidence,  and  all  the  positive  evidence  on  the  subject,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  the  car  was  partly  over,  or  immediately  adjacent 
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to,  the  first  rail  of  the  first  main  track  of  the  crossing  when 
the  noise  from  the  train  on  the  bridge  was  heard  by,  or  made 
known  to,  defendant's  servant  It  is  also  imdisputed  that 
there  was  no  headlight  on  the  engine  of  the  coming  train  so 
that  it  could  be  seen  in  the  darkness  that  then  prevailed.  Xo 
whistle  was  sounded  to  signal  its  approach.  When  the  con- 
ductor heard  the  train  on  the  bridge  he  immediately  apprised 
the  motorman  of  the  danger  and  directed  him  to  speed  the  car, 
and  this  was  done,  but  it  failed  to  clear  the  crossing  before 
the  train  collided  with  the  rear  end  as  described. 

It  is  strenuously  insisted  that  the  evidence  tending  to  show 
this  state  of  facts  is  contradicted  by  the  necessary  inferences 
from  physical  facts  and  evidentiary  circumstances.  To  sus- 
tain this  contention  appellant's  counsel  submits  a  number  of 
calculations  which  are  based  upon  statements  of  the  witnesses 
as  to  the  speed  of  the  approaching  railroad  train,  the  speed  of 
the  car  before,  at  the  time,  and  after  the  persons  in  its  control 
heard  the  approaching  train,  and  the  distances  the  train  trav- 
eled after  defendant's  servant  heard  the  noise  of  its  passage 
over  the  bridge.  In  what  respect  the  result  of  these  calcula- 
tions can  be  said  to  constitute  established  physical  facts  we 
are  not  informed,  nor  can  we  conceive  how  they  can  be  so  re- 
garded. The  calculations  are  based  on  opinions  expressed  on 
the  subjects  mentioned.  This,  however,  is  a  very  uncertain 
basis  and  can  furnish  no  reliable  results  for  ascertaining  the 
exact  position  of  the  car  with  respect  to  the  railroad  tracks 
when  its  approach  was  first  heard.  The  calculations  are 
predicated  on  many  facts,  assumed  to  be  fixed  and  certain, 
but  which  are  mere  opinions,  and  on  others  which  may  have 
varied  much  from  what  they  were  assumed  to  be.  We  do  not 
regard  these  deductions  as  of  sufficient  reliability  to.  raise  a 
conflict  with  the  direct  evidence  on  the  subject.  They  are 
speculative  in  their  character  and  can  have  no  probative  force 
as  against  the  uncontradicted  positive  evidence  in  the  case. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  witnesses  on  the  subject  testified 
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SO  contradictorily  that  the  case  required  submission  to  the 
jury  to  determine  the  facts.  The  only  conflicts  of  this  nature 
are  the  statements  of  witnesses  wherein  parts  of  their  evi- 
dence are  seemingly  in  conflict  with  others,  but  an  examina- 
tion of  the  evidence  of  each  witness  clears  up  any  doubt  and 
shows  harmony  in  all  essential  and  material  part^,  and,  when 
so  treated,  no  such  conflict  is  presented  in  the  evidence  on  the 
subject  of  negligence  from  which  different  inferences  could 
be  drawn.  We  are  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  trial  court 
was  warranted  in  holding  that  the  evidence  showed  that  the 
defendant's  servants  were  not  negligent  in  the  several  respects 
charged  in  the  complaint,  and  that  the  judgment  dismissing 
the  complaint  was  proper. 

By  the  Court, — Judgment  affirmed. 


Smith,  Appellant,  vs.  Becker  and  others,  Respondents. 

September  11 — October  9,  1906. 

Pledge  of  corporate  stock:  Sale  through  brokers:  Evidence:  Mingling 
of  shares  of  pledgor  with  shares  owned  by  pledgee:  Assent  of 
pledgor:  Sale  from  common  mass:  Identification, 

1.  The  question  being  whether  there  had  in  fact  been  a  sale  of  cer- 
tain shares  of  corporate  stock  which  had  been  pledged  to  a 
bank  with  authority  to  sell,  evidence  showing,  among  other 
things,  that  the  bank  sent  the  shares  to  brokers  with  instruc- 
tions to  sell;  that  the  brokers  afterwards  reported  sales  of  the 
stock  and  accounted  therefor  to  the  bank  at  the  market  prices; 
and  that  the  pledgor  was  credited  with  the  proceeds  of  such 
sales  and  notified  thereof,  with  dates  and  prices,  to  all  of 
which  he  assented,  is  held  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
there  had  been  a  valid  sale  under  the  contract  of  pledge,  not- 
withstanding evidence  that,  in  accordance  with  the  custom  of 
doing  business  on  the  stock  exchange,  the  shares,  after  being 
received  by  the  brokers,  were  transferred  to  clerks  and  at  once 
indorsed  by  them  and  returned  to  the  brokers  and,  even  after 
the  reported  sales,  remained  on  the  books  of  the  corporation 
in  the  names  of  said  clerks,  who  in  fact  had  no  interest  in 
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them,  and  that  at  some  subsequent  time — ^wlthin  seven  years — 
the  shares  were  transferred  by  the  brokers  to  the  president  of 
the  bank, — there  being  no  proof  that  the  latter  had  purchased 
at  the  sales  made  by  the  brokers  for  the  bank. 

2.  Assuming  the  existence  of  an  agreement  by  a  bank  to  keep  sep- 

arate the  stock  of  each  of  three  pledgors,  each  of  whom  was 
liable  for  the  whole  debt  secured,  the  evidence  is  held  to  show 
that  such  pledgors  subsequently  assented  to  the  mingling  of  the 
stock  at  the  time  of  an  exchange  thereof  for  stock  in  a  suc- 
cessor corporation. 

3.  The  fact  that  a  bank  sold  shares  of  stock  from  a  certificate  which 

Included  shares  pledged  to  the  bank  and  shares  belonging  to  it 
absolutely  does  not  show  that  it  sold  its  own  shares,  where  it 
appears  that  it  had  authority  to  sell  the  pledged  stock  without 
notice,  that  the  indebtedness  secured  thereby  was  past  due,  and 
that  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  were  credited  to  the  pledgor,  who 
was  notified  of  the  sales  and  credits  and  made  no  objection  at 
the  time. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Warren  D.  Tarrant,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  action  was  originally  brought  against  the  defendant 
Washington  Becker  and  the  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  Insur- 
ance Company  Bank  to  redeem  certain  securities  which  said 
bank  held  as  collateral  for  the  indebtedness  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  for  discovery  and  accounting  for  the  proceeds  of  such 
securities,  and  the  setting  aside  of  a  settlement  between,  the 
defendant  bank  and  plaintiff.  The  action  was  commenced 
October  4,  1902,  and  the  other  defendants  were  afterwards 
brought  in.  The  charter  of  the  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  In- 
surance Company  Bank  expired  in  July,  1900.  The  defend- 
ant Marine  National  Bank  acquired,  substantially,  the  bank 
assets  of  the  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  Insurance  Company 
Bank.  The  defendant  Oldmar  Investment  Company  was  or- 
ganized to  take  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  Wisconsin  Marine 
&  Fire  Insurance  Company  Bank.  The  defendants  Ethelinda 
T,  Johnston  and  Harriet  D.  Mitchell  are  the  representatives 
of  John  Johnston  and  John  L.  Mitchell,  deceased,  stockhold- 
ers in  the  former  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany Bank. 
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The  stock  involved  in  this  case  is  1,542  shares  of  the  cap- 
ital stock  of  the  Western  Gas  Company.  In  June,  1892, 
Frank  W.  Montgomery  obtained  from  John  L.  Mitchell  an 
option  to  purchase  3,781  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Company.  Benjamin  Weil  and  the 
plaintiff  became  interested  with  Montgomery  in  the  transac- 
tion, and  negotiations  were  made  by  Montgomery,  Weil,  and 
Smith  with  John  Johnston  and  David  Ferguson,  then  officers 
of  the  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  Insurance  Company  Bank, 
by  which  said  bank  agreed  to  loan  Weil,  Montgomery,  and 
Smith  $378,100  on  joint  note,  secured  by  Milwaukee  Gas 
Light  Company  stock.  The  only  investment  made  by  Weil, 
Montgomery,  and  Smith  in  addition  to  this  borrowed  money 
was  $100  paid  by  Montgomery  to  Mitchell  to  secure  the  op- 
tion. At  the  time  of  this  loan  Montgomery,  Weil,  and  Smith 
agreed  to  give  Johnston  and  Ferguson  each  500  shares  of 
stock  of  the  Western  Gas  Company,  which  was  to  be  organ- 
ized out  of  the  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Company.  This  stock 
was  known  as  bonus  stock.  At  the  time  of  the  loan  Mont- 
gomery acquired  fifty-five  additional  shares  of  the  stock  of 
the  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Company,  which  together  with 
3,781  shares  in  the  name  of  Mitchell  were  returned  to  the 
company  and  a  new  certificate.  No.  2,319,  for  3,836  shares 
was  issued  to  Frank  W.  Montgomery,  and  by  him  deposited 
with  the  bank  as  collateral  security  for  the  loan.  Afterwards 
and  in  September,  1892,  Montgomery  assigned  to  Weil  1,260 
shares  and  to  plaintiff  1,260  shares  by  indorsement  on  cer- 
tificate No.  2,319  for  3,836  shares,  and  Milwaukee  Gas  Light 
Company  stock  certificate  No.  2,322  for  1,260  shares  was  is- 
sued to  Weil,  and  by  him  indorsed  in  blank,  and  certificate 
No.  2,323  for  1,260  shares  issued  to  plaintiff,  and  by  him  in- 
dorsed in  blank,  and  certificate  No.  2,324  for  1,261  shares 
issued  to  Montgomery,  and  by  him  indorsed  in  blank,  and 
these  three  certificates  deposited  as  collateral  for  the  joint  note 
given  for  $378,100. 
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On  December  31,  1892,  the  joint  note  for  $378,100  was 
taken  up  and  Montgomery,  Weil,  and  Smith  each  made  his 
fieparate  note;  Weil's  and  Smith's  for  $126,000  each,  and 
Montgomery's  for  $126,100,  and  the  note  of  each  indorsed 
by  the  other  parties.  The  stock  of  the  Milwaukee  Gas  Light 
Company  continued  as  collateral  to  these  notes.  Smith's  note 
«mtained  power  of  sale  similar  to  other  powers  given  by  him 
subsequently.  This  note  matured  September  15,  1893.  Pur- 
suant to  the  original  plan  the  Western  Gas  Company  was  or- 
ganized, which  purchased  all  the  stock  of  the  Milwaukee  Gas 
Light  Company,  and  issued  its  own  stock  and  bonds  in  ex- 
<diange  therefor  at  the  rate  of  $125  in  bonds  and  $125  in 
stock  of  the  Western  Gas  Company  for  each  $100  of  stock  of 
the  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Company.  The  exchange  of  the 
Weil,  Smith,  and  Montgomery  stock,  as  well  as  some  other 
stock,  was  effected  through  subscription  made  by  Montgom- 
■ery.  In  pursuance  of  Montgomery's  subscription  and  the  sur- 
render of  this  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Company  stock  there  was 
issued  to  Montgomery  certificate  of  the  Western  Gas  Com- 
pany ^o.  A-OlO  for  6,110  shares,  dated  Jime  1,  1893,  and 
Montgomery  assigned  these  6,110  shares  to  the  various  per- 
sons entitled  thereto,  and  the  Western  Gas  Company  stock 
which  represented  the  3,781  shares  of  Milwaukee  Gas  Light 
Company  stock  given  by  Montgomery,  Weil,  and  Smith  as 
collateral  was  represented  by  three  assignments  to  defendant 
Washington  Becker  for  the  respective  amounts  of  1,577, 
1,575,  and  1,628  shares.  Under  the  reorganization  Weil  was 
to  receive  stock  to  the  par  value  of  $126,142,  Smith  $120,766, 
Montgomery  $120,892  (the  greater  amount  going  to  Weil  on 
account  of  his  forty-three  additional  shares  of  Milwaukee  Gas 
Light  Ciwnpany  stock),  D.  Ferguson  was  to  have  $50,000, 
John  Johnston  $50,000,  and  J.  P.  Murphy  $10,200.  The 
bonus  stock,  under  the  arrangement,  was  not  to  be  delivered 
until  the  bank  had  been  paid ;  therefore  the  entire  4,780  shares 
were  turned  over  to  the  bank  as  security,  and  for  convenience 
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were  placed  in  the  name  of  Washington  Becker,  who  was  as- 
sisting the  bank.  On  the  transfer  by  Montgomery  as  collateral 
there  were  issued  to  Washington  Becker  three  certificates  of 
stock  by  the  Western  Gas  Company,  dated  June  15,  1893,  as 
follows:  Certificate  No.  A-185  for  1,575  shares  of  $100 
each,  certificate  No.  A-186  for  1,628  shares,  and  certificate 
No.  A-187  for  1,577  shares,  which  certificates  represented 
respectively  the  Smith,  Weil,  and  Montgomery  stock,  includ- 
ing the  bonus  stock  and  the  Murphy  stock.  Under  the  ar- 
rangement thus  carried  out  the  1,575  shares  of  plaintiff  of 
the  Western  Gas  Company  stock  were  held  in  the  name  of 
defendant  Becker  with  power  of  sale  to  the  bank,  and  subject 
to  the  agreement  on  Smith's  part  to  give  his  proportionate 
^one-third  of  the  500  shares  each  to  Ferguson  and  Johnston, 
and  of  the  100  shares  to  Murphy,  when  the  bank  should  have 
been  paid.  ^ 

In  February,  1894,  Weil  paid  the  bank  his  note  for 
$126,000,  and  certificate  No.  A-186  for  1,628  shares  was 
surrendered  and  a  new  certificate  for  1,303  shares.  No. 
A-363,  issued  to  Weil,  and  a  further  certificate.  No.  A-364: 
for  325  shares,  was  issued  to  defendant  Washington  Becker, 
These  325  shares  represented  all  but  eight  shares  of  WeiFs 
one-third  of  the  bonus  stock,  the  remaining  eight  shares  hav- 
ing been  delivered  by  Weil  to  Vermilye  &  Co.,  New  York 
brokers.  March  3,  1893,  Montgomery  made  a  settlement 
with  the  bank  and  his  note  for  $120,100  was  returned.  In 
July,  1893,  the  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany Bank  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  Washington  Becker  as 
receiver,  and  was  afterwards  reorganized  and  resumed  busi- 
ness in  1894,  with  Becker  as  president  and  John  Johnston  as 
cashier,  under  name  of  MaHne  National  Bank,  defendant. 
In  1894  some  changes  were  made  in  the  form  of  these  cer- 
tificates— certificate  No.  A-491  for  3,477  shares  was  sur- 
rendered, and  three  certificates  were  issued  in  its  place, 
No.  A-503  for  500  shares  in  the  name  of  John  Johnston,. 
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No.  A-504  for  600  shares  in  the  name  of  Wisconsin  Marine 
&  Fire  Insurance  Company  Bank,  and  Ko.  A-606  for  2,477 
shares  also  in  the  name  of  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  Inaxir- 
anoe  Company  Bank.  In  October,  1894,  the  bank  sent  the 
certificates  indorsed  in  blank  to  Vermilye  &  Co.,  bankers  and 
brokers  in  New  York,  to  be  held  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
bank  In  December,  1894,  the  bank  caused  600  shares  of 
stock  to  be  sold  on  account  of  Montgomery,  and  on  these  feles 
delivery  was  made  from  certificate  No.  A-503  in  the  name 
of  John  Johnston.  On  April  27,  1896,  the  bank  made  a  set- 
tiement  with  Montgomery,  and  surrendered  his  note  and  some 
Ammcan  Realty  Company  bonds,  and  a  life  insurance  policy, 
and  gave  him  a  receipt  in  full,  the  bank  taking  from  him  a 
bin  of  sale  of  761  shares  of  the  Western  Gas  Company  stock 
and  the  $82,600  bonds. 

On  April  27,  1896,  the  bank  held  2,986  shares  of  stock, 
which  included  the  plaintiff's  stock  held  by  the  bank  as  col- 
lateral security  to  his  note,  which  note  authorized  "said  bank, 
or  its  president,  or  its  cashier,  or  its  assign  or  assigns,  to  sell 
said  bonds  and  stock  at  any  time  hereafter  at  public  or  pri- 
vate sale  without  advertising  the  same  or  deooianding  payment 
or  giving  notice  of  such  sale,  and  it  may  beccmie  the  purchaser 
on  such  sale  and  apply  the  net  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  all 
or  either  one  of  the  notes  above  described,  and  in  such  order 
and  manner  as  it  shall  deem  best^'  Vermilye  &  Co.,  New 
York  bankers  and  brokers,  to  whom  this  stock  was  sent  sub- 
ject to  the  order  of  the  bank,  by  instructions  of  said  bank 
undertook  to  sell  it,  and  reported  sales  at  different  times  be- 
tween the  27th  day  of  April  and  the  20th  day  of  June,  1896, 
aggregating  1,642  shares.  On  April  27,  1896,  Vermilye  & 
Co.  held  for  the  bank  2,986  shares  in  three  certificates,  one  for 
2,477  shares,  one  for  600  shares,  and  (me  for  eight  shares  re- 
ceived from  Weil  in  Deoember,  1894. 

After  the  reported  sales  by  Vermilye  &  Co.  and  on  or  about 
the  24th  day  of  June,  1896,  the  plaintiff  made  a  final  settle- 
VoL.  129—26 
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ment  with  the  bank  through  defendant  Washington  Becker, 
its  representative,  and  at  this  time  the  whole  matter  was  gone 
into  respecting  the  reported  sales.  It  is  claimed  that  700 
shares  of  the  stock  held  by  the  bank  as  collateral  on  reported 
sales  of  Vermilye  &  Co.  were  not  sold,  but  held  by  Vermilye 
&  Co.  and  at  some  time  prior  to  May  29,  1902,  transferred 
to  defendant  Washington  Becker,  who  was  not  an  innocent 
pui'chaser,  and  by  him  exchanged  for  American  Light  &  Trac- 
tion Co.  stock,  which  he  still  holds.  It  is  also  claimed  by 
plaintiff  that  842  shares  belonging  to  Smith  were  not  sold, 
but  were  transferred  by  the  Wisconsin  Marine  &  Fire  Insur- 
ance Company  Bank  to  defendant  Marine  National  Bank  at 
the  time  of  its  organization,  Washington  Becker  being  presi- 
dent and  John  Johnston  vice-president;  while,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  the 
bank  sold  the  stock  of  the  plaintiff  through  Vermilye  &  Co. 
under  the  power  of  sale  given,  and  that  such  sale  was  valid. 
The  defendants  also  set  up  as  a  bar  to  plaintiff's  action  the 
settlement  made  June  24,  1895 ;  also  that  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations had  run  against  plaintiff's  claim,  and  further  that  he 
is  barred  by  his  laches. 

The  court  below  held  that  the  sale  by  the  pledgee  of  the  col- 
lateral was  valid  under  the  contract  of  pledge,  and  further 
found  that  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
guilty  of  laches,  and  ordered  the  complaint  dismissed  with 
costs,  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Miller,  Mack  & 
FavrchUdy  and  oral  argument  by  Oeorge  P.  Miller.  They 
contended,  inter  alia,  that  the  retention  of  the  700  shares  by , 
Vermilye  &  Co.,  agents  for  sale,  under  the  pretense  that  they  J 
had  made  sale  of  the  shares,  did  not  effect  any  sale  of  the 
shares.  Wilson  v.  Carpenter,  17  Wis.  612,  516;  Anderson 
V.  Crisp,  6  Wash.  178, 18  L.  R  A.  419 ;  1  Dos  Passos,  Stock 
Brokers  (2d  ed.)  213,  214,  382,  383;  Bosenstock  v.  Tormey, 
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32  Md.  169,  183;  Maryland  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dalrymple,  25 
Md.  242,  267;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rush,  85  Fed.  539,  544; 
Olidden  v.  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank,  53  Ohio  St.  588 ;  Sharpe 
V.  Nat.  Bank,  87  Ala.  644,  649 ;  Leahy  v.  Lobdell,  80  Fed. 
665,  670;  Bryson  v.  Bayner,  25  Md.  424;  Middlesex  Bank 
V.  Mi/not,  4  Met  325 ;  Bank  of  Old  Dominion  v.  D.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  8  Iowa,  277 ;  Norton  v.  Baxter,  41  Minn.  146 ;  Appleton 
V.  Tumhvll,  84  Me.  72 ;  Minneapolis  Asso.  v.  Canfield,  121 
U.  S.  295,  298 ;  Bryan  v.  Baldwin,  52  N.  Y.  232 ;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hall,  22  App.  Div.  356 ;  Terry  v.  Birmingham  Nat. 
Bank,  93  Ala.  599 ;  Taussig  v.  HaH,  49  N.  Y.  301 ;  Petti- 
hone  V.  Perkins,  6  Wis.  616;  Kellogg  v.  Malick,  125  Wis. 
239,  252 ;  Jones,  Pledges,  §  637 ;  3  Clark  &  M.  Priv.  Corp. 
§  6226^  p.  1889.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Washington 
Becker  was  an  innocent  purchaser  for  value  of  these  700 
shares.  The  presumption  is  that  property  dealt  with  in  breach 
o*f  a  trust  or  other  fiduciary  relation  is  acquired  by  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  with  notice.  1  Bigelow,  Fraud,  131,  135 ; 
Sylvester  v.  Ouemsey,  22  Wis.  569,  572 ;  Weeks  v.  M.,  L.  S. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  78  Wis.  501,  525.  As  to  the  842  shares,  when 
the  bank  sold  them  from  the  common  mass  which  included 
shares  owned  by  the  bank  itself  as  well  as  shares  held  by  it 
as  collateral  security,  it  became  the  conclusive  presumption 
of  law  that  the  bank  had  sold  its  own  stock.  The  result  of 
the  bank's  mixing  these  shares  of  plaintiff's  with  shares  which 
afterwards  became  the  property  of  the  bank  was  that,  if  it 
wished  to  sell  plaintiff's  shares,  it  was  obligated  to  identify 
the  shares  sold  as  plaintiff's  at  the  moment  of  sale  by  some 
imequivocal  act.  Nonotuck  Silk  Co.  v.  Flanders,  87  Wis. 
237,  241;  Skijf  v.  Stoddard,  63  Conn.  198,  227;  Pinkett  v. 
Wright,  2  Hare,  120,  128  et  seq.;  Newton  v.  Howe,  29  Wis. 
631,  635 ;  Haas  v.  Ruston,  14  Ind.  App.  8,  42  K  E.  298 ; 
1  Dos  Passos,  Stock  Brokers  (2d  ed.)  213,  214.  To  constitute 
a  valid  exercise  of  the  bank's  power  of  sale,  the  act  must  show 
that  it  was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  power.    2  Perry,  Trusts 
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(5th  ed.)  §  511c;  Boake  v.  Derm,  4  Bligh,  n.  s.  1;  Bhgge 
V.  Miles,  1  Story,  426 ;  Lee  v.  Simpson,  134  U*  S.  572,  589 ; 
Towh  V.  Evnng,  23  Wis.  336 ;  La^dner  v.  Williams,  98  Wis. 
514;  Mines  v.  OcmbriU,  71  Md.  80,  18  Atl.  48;  Patterson 
V.  Wilson,  64  Md.  193, 1  AtL  68 ;  Brown  v.  PhilUps,  16  R.  L 
612,  18  Atl.  249. 

For  the  respoiideats  ikeie  was  a  brief  by  Turner,  Hunter, 
Pease  S  Turner,  attorneys,  and  W.  H.  Timlin,  of  counsel^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Timlin  and  Mr.  W.  J.  Turner. 

Kebwut,  J.  The  first  proposition  discwssed  by  appellant 
is  that  there  was  no  sale  of  any  of  the  stock  of  the  plaintiff, 
but  simply  a  pretense  of  sale.  The  court  below  found  there 
was  a  sale,  and  th6  question  presented  under  this  head  is 
whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  finding. 
This  branch  of  counsel's  argument  is  classified  under  two 
heads:  (1)  Tliat  Vermilye  &  Co.,  who  were  agents  for  the 
sale  of  the  stock,  retained  700  shares  thereof,  representing  it 
as  sold,  and  at  some  date,  not  ascertained,  transferred  it  to 
def aidant  Becker.  (2)  That  as  the  842  shares  were  a  part 
of  an  indistinguishable  mass  of  stock  held  by  the  bank,  in- 
cluded in  which  were  shares  belonging  to  ihe  bank  itself,  when 
the  bank  made  a  sale  without  any  designation  as  to  which 
stocks  were  sold,  as  a  matter  of  law  this  effected  a  sale  of  the 
bank's  own  stock,  and  the  representation  made  a  few  days 
later  tiiat  the  plaintiff's  stock  was  sold  cannot  affect  the  situa- 
tion. 

1.  The  argument  as  to  the  700  shares  is  that  they  were 
transferred  to  the  clerks  of  Vermilye  &  Co.  and  immediately 
indorsed  by  such  clerks  and  returned  to  Vermilye  &  Co.,  and 
that  tiie  clerks  had  no  interest  in  tiiem,  but  that  they  re- 
mained the  property  of  Vermilye  &  Co.,  and  stood  on  the 
books  in  the  names  of  such  derks,  and  were  afterwards  trans- 
ferred by  Vermilye  &  Co.  to  defendant  Becker.  Vennilye  & 
Co.  had  two  certificates  of  stock  from  the  bank  for  sale — one 
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No.  A-604:  for  500  shares,  and  one  No.  A-506  for  2,477 
shares.  The  500  shares  were  on  April  27,  1895,  transferred 
to  L.  A.  Miller,  a  derk  of  Vennilye  &  Co.,  who  indorsed  and 
returned  them  to  Vermilye  &  Co.  The  2,477  shares  were 
with  the  approval  of  the  bank  transferred  by  Vermilye  &  Co. 
into  twenty-five  certificates  in  the  names  of  their  clerks,  and 
two  of  these  certificates  for  100  diares  remained  in  the  names 
of  the  clerks  of  Vermilye  &  Co.  So,  it  is  claimed  that  these 
700  shares  remained  unsold  in  Vermilye  &  Co.'s  hands.  Ver- 
milye &  Co.  reported,  in  obedience  to  telegrams  to  sell,  the 
sale  of  the  700  shares  remainingin  the  names  of  their  clerks, 
and  were  debited  for  the  proceeds  of  such  sales  in  connection 
with  842  shares  sold  between  April  27  and  Jime  20,  1895. 
On  the  transfer  of  the  500  shares  to  L.  A.  Miller,  certificate 
No.  A-504  was  surrendered  and  certificate  No.  A-727  for 
the  same  amount  issued  to  L.  A.  Miller.  The  500  shares  and 
the  200  shares  transferred  to  Vermilye  &  Co.'s  clerks  were 
accounted  for  at  market  prices  on  the  dates  sales  were  re- 
ported as  made.  No  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  Western 
Gas  Company  of  these  700  shares  was  made,  but  on  report  of 
sales  from  Vermilye  &  Co.  the  bank  charged  the  amoujat  to 
Vermilye  &  Co.  and  credited  the  amount  upon  the  plaintiff's 
indebtedness^  to  which  the  700  shares  of  stock  were  collateral. 
While  some  point  is  made  by  appellant  as  to  the  stock  being 
sold  or  reported  sold  upon  a  rising  market,  we  are  unable  to 
find  from  the  evid^ice,  which  is  volimiinous,  that  any  of  the 
sales  were  made  below  the  market  price  on  the  days  sales  were 
reported  as  made.  But  the  adequacy  of  price  is  not  ques- 
tioned ;  the  point  is :  Was  there  a  sale  of  the  700  shares  ?  The 
point  of  contention  is  that,  because  the  700  shares  remained 
in  the  names  of  the  clerks  of  Vermilye  &  Co.  and  such  derks 
appearing  to  have  no  interest  in  the  stock,  there  was  no  sale. 
But  upcHi  the  record  we  think  this  conclusion  does  not  follow. 
It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  it  was  the  custom  on  the 
stock  exchange  in  New  York  to  make  sales  in  the  manner 
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shown  by  the  proof  in  this  case.  It  also  appears  that  it  was 
customary  to  split  up  certificates  into  small  lots  and  indorse 
them  in  the  way  these  were  indorsed,  in  order  to  put  them 
upon  the  market  to  advantage.  The  testimony  is  that,  in 
dealing  in  stock  on  the  New  York  exchange,  the  stock  must 
be  indorsed,  before  it  is  good  delivery,  by  some  member  of  the 
stock  exchange  or  by  some  one  having  a  membership ;  then  it 
passes  as  a  good  delivery  from  house  to  house.  The  reasons 
for  such  indorsement  are  given  in  the  evidence.  After  such 
indorsement  the  certificate  passes  current.  The  evidence  is 
that  buying  and  selling  is  done  in  the  names  of  brokers  or 
their  clerks,  although  in  the  meantime  the  stock  is  passing 
from  one  owner  to  another,  and  finally  returns  to  some  client 
of  the  first  broker,  in  whose  name,  or  in  the  name  of  whose 
clerk,  it  is.  The  custom  is  for  brokers  to  deal  in  their  own 
name  and  not  disclose  their  principal.  This  appears  to  be 
the  custom  in  New  York  on  the  curb  and  in  the  stock  ex- 
change, and  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  course  pursued  by  the  brokers,  Vermilye  &  Co.,  raised 
any  presimiption  that  they  did  not  sell  the  stock  in  the  usual 
manner  and, according  to  the  custom  of  brokers.  23  Am.  & 
Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (1st  ed.)  725,  T26,  775.  The  evidence 
does  not  show  that  there  was  any  continuous  ownership  of 
these  700  shares  in  one  person  from  the  time  of  sale,  April  27, 
1895,  until  the  time  defendant  BecJcer  got  the  stock  in  1902, 
but  shows  that  the  certificates  were  current  on  the  market, 
duly  indorsed,  and  sales  of  them  reported  to  the  bank  by 
Vermilye  &  Co.  according  to  the  custom  of  doing  business  on 
the  stock  exchange,  and  the  proceeds  of  each  sale  placed  to 
the  credit  of  the  bank  by  Vermilye  &'  Co.  The  court  below 
found 

"that  for  each  and  every  one  of  said  sales  said  Wisconsin 
Marine  &  Fire  Insurance  Company  Bank  received  cash  at  the 
time  of  said  sale  to  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  of  said  sale, 
and  such  sale  was  so  consummated  by  payment  in  full  to  the 
said  bank,  and  by  the  broker,  or  broker's  clerk,  in  whose  name 
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the  certificate  stood,  delivering  the  same  to  the  purchaser 
either  by  an  actual  manual  delivery  then  and  there,  or  by  his 
becoming,  by  agreement  and  understanding  with  the  pur- 
chaser, from  thenceforth  the  bailee  of  the  purchaser.  And 
the  court  further  finds  that  such  mode  of  sale  was  in  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  to  said  contract  of  pledge,  who  were  fa- 
miliar with  transactions  in  that  kind  of  property,  and  was 
the  best  and  most  advantageous  method  of  disposing  of  this 
particular  property.'^ 

In  view  of  this  proof  of  custom  and  the  transactions  be- 
tween the  brokers,  Vermilye  &  Co.,  a  reputable  firm,  and  the 
bank,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  brokers  were  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  their  engagement  with  the  bank  in  violating  the 
trust  reposed  in  them.  The  court  below  was,  at  least,  war- 
ranted in  drawing  such  inference.  The  fact  that  the  700 
shares  remained  upon  the  books  of  the  Western  Gas  Com- 
pany, while  under  some  circumstances  it  might  tend  to  prove 
title,  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  inferences  of  sale  which 
may  legitimately  be  drawn  from  the  whole  evidence  pro- 
duced. There  is  no  proof  whatever  that  defendant  Becker 
purchased  at  the  sale  by  the  bank  through  its  brokers,  and 
the  fair  inference  is,  upon  the  whole  record,  that  defendant 
Becker  bought  on  the  market  at  some  time  subsequent  to  the 
sale  by  the  bank,  and  that  Vermilye  &  Co.  sold  through  bro- 
kers who  did  not  in  all  cases  disclose  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaser, and  in  this  way  the  stock  was  permitted,  as  appears 
from  the  evidence  to  be  customary,  to  remain  in  the  name  of 
parties  other  than  the  real  owners.    One  witness  testified : 

"We  never  in  any  of  our  books,  in  stock  transactions,  have 
any  other  name  entered  as  buyer  except  the  name  of  the  out- 
side broker — the  sales  are  made  on  the  stock  exchange.  These 
sales  in  question  were  not  listed  stock,  but  curb  stock,  so 
called,  but  the  same  rule  applies — curb  brokers  just  the 
same." 

Counsel  for  appellant  makes  a  point  on  the  fact  that  de- 
fendant brought  from  New  York  the  brokers'  bookkeeper  and 
that  he  produced  the  only  book  he  was  instructed  by  defend- 
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ant  Becker  to  bring.  This  was  a  credit  cash-book  showing  the 
credit  items  in  the  cash  account  of  Vermilye  &  Co.,  t.  e.  rep- 
resenting the  credits  that  Yermilye  &  Co.  gave  to  tie  Wiscon- 
sin Marine  &  Fire  Insurance  Company  Bank,  which  were  en- 
tered as  if  sales  of  stock  had  been  made.  The  evidence  shows 
that  Vermilye  &  Co.  kept  a  purchase  and  saleg  book  which 
was  not  produced,  respecting  which  the  witness  testified : 

"That  book  will  not  show  the  date  of  the  transaction,  the 
name  of  the  person,  and  the  amount  involved.  It  will  show 
simply  the  date,  the  name  of  the  person,  number  of  shares, 
and  price.'* 

There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  indicating  any  attempt  to 
suppress  evidence  on  the  part  of  any  of  the  defendants,  and 
nothing  to  show  but  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  obtained 
such  book  or  any  other  evidence  in  possession  or  under  con- 
trol of  the  defendants  or  Vermilye  &  Co.  We  cannot  think 
there  is  anything  in  the  evidence  to  warrant  the  inference 
that,  if  this  book  referred  to  had  been  produced,  it  would  have 
shown  any  transaction  unfavorable  to  defendants.  Doubt- 
less it  would  have  shown  that  in  some  cases  sales  were  made 
through  brokers  and  the  names  of  the  purchasers  not  dis- 
closed. 

It  is  also  claimed  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  only  non- 
dividend-paying  stock  passes  current  without  transfer  on  the 
books  to  the  purchasers,  and  finally  returns  to  the  firm  from 
whom  it  was  originally  transferred.  But  there  is  evidence 
that  stoci  paying  dividends  passed  this  way,  and  that  the 
dividends  are  paid  to  the  person  in  whose  name  the  stock  is 
at  the  time  of  payment,  although  not  the  real  owner.  The 
transactions  usually  and  ordinarily  accompanying  a  sale  of 
this  character  seem  to  have  been  quite  fully  proved.  Ver- 
milye &  Co.  were  authorized  to  sell.  They  reported  sales  in 
compliance  with  such  authorization  and  credited  the  bank 
with  the  ijroceeds,  and  the  bank  likewise  debited  them.  The 
stock  was  parted  with  fend  passed  from  the  possession  and  con- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


9]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  409 

Smith  y.  Becker,  129  Wi&  396. 

trol  of  the  ban!:.  From  transactions  proved  both  the  bank  and 
Vermilye  &  Co.  understood  there  was  a  sale.  The  plaintiflE 
was  credited  npon  his  indebtedness  to  the  bank  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sales,  and  notified  that  the  sales  had  been  made, 
stating  date^  price,  and  credit  given  to  him,  all  of  which  he 
assented  to.  This  seems  to  constitute,  at  least  in  the  absence 
of  anj  evidence  to  overthrow  it,  quite  formal  proof  of  a  sale, 
'  and  is  sufficient  under  the  authorities*  1  Medbiem,  Sales, 
§§4,  218;  Skiff  v.  Stoddard,  63  Conn:  198,  26  Atl.  874,  28 
AtL  104;  1  Cook,  Corp.  (4th  ed.)  §§  331,  334.  It  is  said  by 
<50ui^el  for  appellant  that  all  these  things  may  be  sufficient  to 
show  that  there  might  have  been  a  sale,  but  they  do  not  show 
a  sale.  We  think  they  are  sufficient  to  warrant  the  court  in 
finding  a  sale  upon  the  evidence  in  this  case. 

2.  The  appellant  further  contends  that  the  evidence  estab- 
lishes an  agreement  between  the  pledgee  bank  and  the  three 
pledgors  to  keep  the  stock  of  each  separate,  and  that  this 
agreement  applied  to  the  stock  of  the  Western  Gas  Company 
which  belonged  to  plaintiff  and  was  claimed  to  have  been  sold 
in  May  and  June,  1895.  The  original  note  given  by  plaints 
iff,  Weil,  and  Montgomery  was  a  joint  note  and  secured  by 
the  stock  of  the  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Company.  This  note, 
however,  was  taken  up  and  three  notes  given — one  by  Weil 
and  one  by  Smith  for  $126,000  each,  and  one  by  Montgomery 
for  $126,100.  Eadi  of  these  notes  was  indorsed  by  the  other 
two  makers,  so  that,  while  the  indebtedness  was  separated, 
each  continued  liable  for  the  whole  debt,  and  the  Milwaukee 
Gas  Light  Company  stock  was,  with  the  approval  of  plaintiff, 
Weil,  and  Montgomery,,  sent  to  New  York  to  be  exchanged  for 
Western  Gas  Company  stock  The  letter  of  advice  by  the 
three  pledgors  to  the  pledgee  at  this  time  directs  how  the  stock 
shall  be  apportioned,  according  to  which  Weil  was  to  receive 
stock  to  the  par  value  of  $126,142,  Smith  $120,766,  Mont- 
gomery $120,892,  Ferguson  $50,000,  Johnston  $50,000,  and 
Murphy  $10,200.    But,  as  has  been  seen,  when  the  Western 
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Gas  Company  issued  its  certificate  for  the  Milwaukee  Gas- 
Light  Company  stock,  it  issued  it  to  Montgomery  for  6,110 
shares,  and  this  was  surrendered  and  three  certificates  issued 
to  defendant  Becker^  one  for  1,628  shares,  one  for  1,577 
shares,  and  one  for  1,575  shares,  so  that  no  one  of  these  cer- 
tificates covered  only  the  shares  of  Montgomery,  Weil,  or 
Smith.  It  seems,  therefore,  that  the  pledgors  themselves  as- 
sented to  this  mingling  of  shares.  The  evidence  shows  they 
assented  to  the  distribution  of  the  shares  as  made  in  the  three 
certificates,  and  thereby  consented  that  the  shares  need  not  be 
kept  separate.  Waiving  the  question  of  the  competency  of 
the  proof  offered  by  plaintiff  of  the  oral  agreement  and  the 
question  whether,  if  any  such  were  made,  it  applied  to  the 
Western  Gas  Company  stock,  we  think  it  is  established  that 
the  plaintiff  assented  to  the  mingling  of  shares. 

But  we  do  not  regard  the  question  of  the  alleged  mingling 
of  shares  important.  Besides  the  700  shares  heretofore  re- 
ferred to,  Vermilye  &  Co.  sold  842  shares.  These  were  in- 
cluded in  the  two  certificates  sent  them  for  sale,  one  for  500 
shares  and  the  other  for  2,477  shares.  After  the  certificate 
for  the  2,477  shares  was  split  up  into  twenty-five  certificates, 
842  shares  were  sold  between  April  27  and  June  24,  1895. 
It  is  not  disputed  but  that  these  842  shares  were  sold,  but  it 
is  insisted  that,  they  being  sold  out  of  a  certificate  containing 
shares  of  the  bank,  it  must  be  determined  that  the  bank  sold 
its  own  shares  and  not  the  plaintiff's.  Every  share  of  the 
842  was  the  same  as  every  other  share  in  the  certificate,  which 
included  the  shares  of  the  bank.  There  were  no  earmarks  on 
any  particular  shares  by  which  they  could  be  designated  as 
the  shares  of  the  bank  or  the  shares  of  the  plaintiff. 

"One  share  of  stock  does  not  differ  from  another  share  of 
the  same  capital  stock.  Each  is  but  an  undivided  interest  in 
the  corporate  rights,  privileges,  and  property."  2  Cook,  Corp. 
(5th  ed.)  §  469 ;  26  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  828 ; 
Pietsch  V.  Krause,  116  Wis.  344,  98  K  W.  9 ;  0.  L.  Packard 
M.  Co.  V.  Laev,  100  Wis.  644,  76  N.  W.  596. 
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So  the  bank  could  sell  any  842  shares  out  of  the  2,477  as 
the  shares  of  plaintiflF.  But  it  is  said  that,  when  the  bank 
sold  from  this  common  mass  without  designation  as  to  what 
shares  were  sold,  the  law  conclusively  presumed  that  it  sold 
its  own  shares.  The  evidence,  however,  is  that  at  this  time 
the  bank  was  not  selling  its  own  stock,  but  the  stock  of  plaint- 
iflF. It  did  designate  the  shares  sold  as  the  shares  of  plaintiff. 
Williams  testified: 

"All  the  sales  of  the  Western  Gas  Company  stock  or  bonds 
made  by  the  bank  between  the  dates  of  April  27,  1895,  to 
June  24,  1895,  inclusive,  were  credited  to  the  account  of  and 
on  the  notes  oi  A.  E.  Smith  with  the  exception  of  thirty-four 
hundredths  of  a  share." 

Mr.  Williams  was  engaged  in  the  bank  and  had  knowledge 
of  the  facts  and  was  custodian  of  the  collaterals.  Upon  the 
proof  before  us  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  bank  did  not  at  the 
time  of  sale  identify  the  842  shares  sold  as  the  plaintiff's 
stock. 

Eespecting  the  contention  that  the  stock  was  sold  upon  a 
rising  market  we  may  say  that  between  April  27  and  June 
24,  1895,  the  stock  materially  advanced,  but  after  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  evidence  on  this  point  we  are  unable  to  say 
that  there  was  proof  of  any  material  advance  in  the  market 
price  of  any  parcel  of  stock  sold  between  the  date  of  sale  and 
the  date  of  the  entry  of  such  sale  by  the  bank.  But,  how- 
ever this  may  be,  we  do  not  regard  the  question  controlling. 
It  was  doubtless  better  for  the  pledgor  to  have  the  stock  sold 
on  a  rising  than  on  a  declining  market.  And  it  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  the  stock  was  at  least  fairly  well  sold,  and 
probably  for  prices  fully  up  to  the  market  at  the  dates  of  sale. 
Plaintiff  testified  that  he  made  no  objection  to  the  way  the 
stock  was  sold  and  had  none  to  make.  He  knew  all  the  facts 
respecting  the  sales,  and  settled  and  received  the  proceeds 
shortly  after  the  sales  had  been  made.  When  we  consider 
that  the  indebtedness  to  which  the  stock  was  collateral  was 
long  past  due  at  the  time  of  sale,  and  that  under  the  power  of 
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sale  the  bank  had  the  right  to  sell  at  private  sale  without  no- 
tice, that  at  least  a  fair  market  price  satisfactory  to  plaintiff 
was  obtained  and  accounted  for  to  plaintiff,  we  are  not  im- 
pressed with  the  weight  of  this  branch  of  appellant's  argu- 
ment. The  case  appears  to  have  been  fairly  tried  below,  and 
findings  made  in  favor  of  the  defendants  upon  all  the  mate- 
rial issuable  facts  presented  in  the  case.  We  cannot  say  the 
finding  that  there  was  a  sale  is  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 
There  being  a  valid  sale  under  the  power,  no  other  question 
need  be  considered. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 


Weggb,  Appellant,  vs.  Madleb  and  others,  Respondents. 

Bepternber  ly—October  9,  1906, 

Boundarien  of  land:  Btreets:  Deed  conttrued:  ''Corner^*  of  lot:  Costa 
of  party  defending  separately. 

1.  The  grantee  of  a  lot  in  a  recorded  plat  takes  title  to  the  center 

of  an  adjoining  street,  subject  to  the  public  easement,  even 
where  the  lot  is  described  by  metes  and  bounds  extending  to 
the  line  of  the  street,  although  without  express  reference  to 
such  street,  and  also  where  the  lot  is  described  as  bounded  by 
the  street. 

2.  In  a  conveyance  of  part  of  a  lot,  described  by  metes  and  bounds, 

the  expression  "the  northwest  corner  of"  the  lot  is  held  to  mean 
the  point  at  the  intersection  of  the  sodth  and  east  lines  respec- 
tively of  the  two  streets  at  the  corner  of  the  lot  and  not  the 
point  at  the  intersection  of  the  center  lines  of  such  streets. 

3.  In  ejectment,  where  the  sole  heir  of  the  common  grantor  of  the 

parties  was  also  brought  in  as  a  party  and  successfully  defended 
by  a  separate  attorney,  she  was  entitled  to  recover  full  costs 
and  disbursements,  excluding  such  items  as  were  common  to 
both  issues. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Warren  D.  Tarrant,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


9]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  4in 

Wegge  V.  Madler,  129  Wis.  412. 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment.  The  facts  are  undisputed 
or  found  by  the  court,  and  are  to  the  following  effect:  Ogden 
avenue  runs  east  and  west  and  is  eighty  feet  wide.  Van 
Buren  street  is  eighty  feet  wide,  and  crosses  that  avenue  at 
right  angles.  The  north  side  of  lot  1,  in  block  137,  abuts 
upon  the  south  side  of  Ogden  avenue,  and  the  west  end  of  that 
lot  also  abuts  upon  the  east  side  of  Van  Buren  street.  Ad- 
joining that  lot  on  the  south  side  thereof  is  lot  No.  2  in  the 
same  block,  and  that  lot  also  abuts  upon  Van  Buren  street 
on  the  west  end  thereof.  Said  lots  were  each  a  little  over  127 
feet  long  east  and  west,  and  a  little  over  sixty  feet  wide  north 
and  south.  At  the  times  mentioned  Julius  G.  C.  Kasten 
owned  the  portions  of  the  two  lots  here  in  question.  On 
March  21,  1902,  the  said  Kasten  agreed  in  writing  with  one 
John  C.  KleifiFt,  acting  for  the  plaintiff,  to  convey  to  him  the 
parts  of  said  lots  described  as  commencing  at  a  point  fifty 
feet  east  of  the  northwest  comer  of  said  lot  1 ;  thence  east  on 
the  north  line  of  said  lot  1  to  a  point  twenty-seven  and  one- 
haK  feet  west  of  the  northeast  comer  of  said  lot  1 ;  thence 
south  ninety  feet ;  thence  east  to  the  east  line  of  said  lot  2 ; 
thence  south  to  the  southeast  comer  of  said  lot  2;  thence 
west  on  the  south  line  of  said  lot  2  to  the  east  line  of  Ormsby's 
land;  thence  north  forty-five  feet;  thence  west  six  feet;  and 
thence  north  to  the  place  of  ^beginning.  The  strip  of  land 
twenty-seven  and  one-half  feet  wide  off  the  east  end  of  said 
lots  was  duaring  the  times  herein  mentioned  the  property  of 
one  Sonlander.  In  pursuance  of  that  agreement  the  said 
Kasten  on  April  19,  1902,  conveyed  the  same  land  therein 
described  to  the  plaintiff.  On  May  12,  1902,  said  Kasten 
conveyed  to  the  defendant  Madler  the  parts  of  said  lots  de- 
scribed as  commencing  at  the  northwest  comer  of  lot  No.  1 ; 
running  thence  south  seventy-five  feet  along  the  west  line  of 
said  lots  1  and  2;  thrice  fifty  feet  east,  parallel  to  the  north 
line  of  said  lot  2,  to  a  point  which  is  seventy-five  feet  south 
of  Ae  nortfi  line  of  lort  numbered  1 ;  thence  north,  parallel  tp 
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the  west  line  of  said  lots  1  and  2,  seventy-five  feet,  to  a  point 
in  the  north  line  of  lot  No.  1 ;  thence  west,  along  the  north 
line  of  said  lot  1,  fifty  feet  to  the  place  of  beginning. 

This  action  was  commenced  against  Madler  alone  May  22, 

1902,  and  to  the  complaint  therein  Madler,  by  Carroll  &  Car- 
roll, his  attorneys  therein,  answered.  Thereupon  and  on 
June  7, 1902,  the  complaint  was  amended  by  making  the  said 
Julius  G.  C.  Kasten  a  party  defendant.  To  such  amended 
complaint  therein  the  said  Kasten  by  his  attorney,  Otto  E. 
Hansen,  made  answer.  August  13,  1902,  the  said  Kasten 
died  intestate,  leaving  him  surviving  the  defendant  Alma 
Scheffer  as  his  sole  heir  at  law.    Thereupon  and  in  January, 

1903,  a  separate  action  of  ejectment  was  commenced  by  this 
same  plaintiflF  against  the  said  Alma  Scheffer  and  Alfred 
Scheffer,  her  husband,  and  they  by  their  attorney,  John  F. 
Burke,  made  answer  to  the  complaint  therein.  April  18, 
1903,  the  two  actions  were  duly  consolidated. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  two  actions  thus  consolidated  a  jury 
was  waived,  and  at  the  close  of  the  trial  the  court  found  in 
eflFect  the  facts  stated,  and  upon  such  facts  and  the  admitted 
facts  reached  the  conclusion  in  effect  that  the  title  to  the 
premises  described  in  the  deed  to  Madler  was  in  him  and  su- 
perior to  any  claim  or  title  thereto  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  forever  barred  from  having  or  claiming  any 
title  under  her  said  deed  from  said  Kasten  to  the  land  so 
owned  by  the  said  Madler  adverse  to  him,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants have  their  costs  and  disbursements  therein  to  be 
taxed,  and  ordered  judgment  to  be  entered  therein  accord- 
ingly. Such  judgment  was  duly  entered  July  3,  1905,  dis- 
missing the  complaint  upon  the  merits,  and  adjudging  that 
Madler  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises  de- 
scribed in  his  deed,  and  that  Madler  recover  from  the  plaint- 
iff his  costs  in  the  action  taxed  at  $150.55,  and  that  Alm>a 
and  Alfred  Scheffer  have  and  recover  from  the  plaintiff  their 
costs  in  the  action  taxed  at  $56.22,  and  that  executions  issue 
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to  enforce  sudi  judgment.  From  such  judgment  and  the 
whole  thereof  the  plaintiflF  appeals. 

John  G.  Kleistj  for  the  appellant,  contended,  inter  alia, 
that  where  the  comer  of  a  lot  or  hlock  or  piece  of  land,  the 
occupied  portion  of  which  is  bounded  by  two  streets,  or  where 
the  intersection  of  two  streets,  is  named  as  the  starting  point 
in  a  description,  this  point  will  be  the  intersection  of  the  cen- 
ter lines  of  such  streets,  unless  the  deed  by  apt,  express  lan- 
guage provides  differently.  Cox  v.  Freedley,  33  Pa.  St.  124 ; 
Moody  V.  Palmer,  50  Cal.  31 ;  Low  v.  Tihhetts,  72  Me.  92 ; 
Bweatman  v.  BathricJe,  17  S.  Dak.  138,  95  IST.  W.  422 ;  Potter 
V.  Boyce,  73  App.  Div.  383,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  24  (in  effect 
overruling  Holloway  v.  Delano,  18  If.  Y.  Supp.  700) ;  Oas 
Light  Co.  V.  B.,  W.  &  0.  B.  Co.  11  K  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  239. 
See,  also,  Oreer  v.  N.  Y.  C.  <&  H.  B.  B.  Co.  37  Hun,  346; 
In  re  Cathedral  Parkway,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  832,  834;  Perrin 
V.  N.  Y.  C.  B.  Co.  36  N.  Y.  120;  Putzel  v.  Van  Brunt,  40 
N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  501 ;  Stevens  v.  New  York,  46  N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.  274;  Oxton  y.  Oroves,  68  Me.  371;  Dean  v.  Lowell,  135 
Mass.  55,  60 ;  Goidd  v.  Eastern  B.  Co.  142  Mass.  85 ;  Paul 
V.  Carver,  26  Pa.  St  223,  226 ;  Marsh  v.  Burt,  34  Vt  289. 

For  the  respondent  Madler  there  was  a  brief  by  Carroll  & 
'CarroU,  and  oral  argument  by  Oeorge  J.  Carroll. 

John  F.  Burke,  for  the  respondents  Scheffer. 

Cassoday,  0.  J.  1.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  land  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  commenced  at  a 
point  fifty  feet  east  of  the  northwest  comer  of  lo^;  1,  whereas 
the  description  of  the  land  conveyed  to  the  defendant  Madler 
•commenced  at  the  northwest  comer  of  lot  1.  Thus  it  appears 
that  the  northwest  comer  of  the  lot  was  to  be  the  northwest 
comer  of  Madler's  land,  and  that  a  point  fifty  feet  east  of 
that  comer  was  to  be  the  northwest  comer  of  the  plaintiff's 
land.  The  important  question  in  the  case,  therefore,  is  as  to 
the  location  of  the  northwest  comer  of  that  lot.    The  defend- 
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ants  claim  and  the  court  held  that  the  northwest  comer  of  the 
lot  was  at  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  south  line  of  Ogden 
avenue  and  the  east  line  of  Van  Buren  street  The  plaintiff 
contends  that  the  northwest  comer  of  that  lot  must  be  under- 
stood to  mean  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  center  line  of 
Ogden  avenue  and  the  center  line  of  Van  Buren  street.    In 

I    ccifrc/9  UNC  or  ogocn  avl 
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[The  heavy  lines  show  defendants'  claim  as  to  the  boundaries  of 
tiie  land  conveyed  hy  Kasten  to  the  plaintiff.  The  dotted  line  indi- 
cates plaintiff's  claim  as  to  the  last  course  in  tlie  descriptton  in  his 
deed.] 

support  of  such  contention  counsel  invoke  the  well-e0tablished 
rule  that  the  grantee  of  a  lot  in  a  recorded  plat  takes  title  to 
the  center  of  an  adjoining  street,  subject  to  the  public  «rae- 
ment  Ford  v.  G.  &  N.  W.  22,  Co.  14  Wis.  609 ;  Pett^one  t?. 
HamUton,  40  Wis.  402;  Norcross  v.  Orifjiihs^  66  Wis.  699, 
606,  607,  27  K  W.  606;  Andrews  v,  Younums,  T8  Wis.  86, 
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47  N.  W.  304;  Brotun  v.  Baraboo,  98  Wis.  273,  74  X.  W. 
223.  And  this  is  so  even  where  the  land  is  described  by  metes 
and  bounds,  extending  to  the  line  of  the  street  or  highway, 
although  without  express  reference  to  such  street  or  highway. 
Id.  The  same  is  true  where  the  lot  or  land  described  is 
bounded  by  a  public  street  or  highway.  Oove  v.  White,  20 
Wis.  425 ;  Lins  v.  Seefeld,  126  Wis.  610, 105  N.  W.  917,  and 
cases  there  cited.  But,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  owner  of 
such  lot  or  land  has  no  right  to  the  possession  or  occupancy  of 
any  portion  of  such  public  street  or  highway  adjoining  the 
same,  it  is  not  customary  to  mention  such  street  or  highway 
in  making  a  conveyance  of  such  lot  or  land.  It  was  held  by 
this  court  many  years  ago  that  the  land  within  the  recorded 
plat  of  any  city  or  village,  "owned  and  occupied"  by  the 
debtor  as  a  homestead,  was  a  quarter  of  an  acre,  exclusive  of 
the  public  street  upon  which  it  abutted.  Weishrod  v.  Dae- 
niche,  36  Wis.  73.  This  was  put  on  the  ground  that  "such 
occupation  and  use"  by  the  owner  of  the  homestead  was  "in- 
consistent with  the  public  easement"  in  such  street.  The  cor- 
rectness of  such  ruling  is  obvious.  It  is  claimed  that  the  con- 
tention of  the  plaintiff  has  been  directly  adjudicated  in  other 
jurisdictions.  The  cases  cited  and  seemingly  relied  upon, 
however,  merely  reiterate  well-established  rules  of  law  repeat- 
edly sanctioned  by  this  court  in  cases  already  cited  and  many 
others  which  might  be  cited.  Cox  v.  Freedley,  33  Pa.  St. 
124;  Low  V.  Tibbetts,  72  Me.  92;  Moody  v.  Palmer,  50  Cal. 
31;  Potter  v.  Boyce,  73  App.  Div.  383,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  24; 
Sweatma/n  v.  Bathrick,  17  S.  Dak  138,  95  N.  W.  422. 

At  the  time  of  making  the  contract  with  Kleist  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  plaintiff,  Kasten  owned  parts  of  lots  1  and  2,  hav- 
ing a  frontage  on  Ogden  avenue  of  a  few  inches  more  than 
100  feet  In  making  that  contract  and  the  deed  given  to  the 
plaintiff  in  pursuance  thereof  Kasten  manifestly  intended  to 
convey  and  did  convey  to  the  plaintiff  enough  of  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  lots  then  so  owned  by  him  to  give  a  frontage  of 
Vol.  129—27 
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^fifty  feet  on  Ogden  avenue.  The  land  so  conveyed  adjoined 
the  strip  of  land  belonging  to  Sonlander  and  mentioned  in  the 
foregoing  statement.  And  by  Kasten's  subsequent  deed  to 
Madler  he  intended  to  convey  and  did  convey  the  balance  of 
said  lots  so  owned  by  him,  having  a  frontage  on  Ogden  avenue 
of  about  fifty  feet.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  that  her  west 
line  ran  in  a  northwesterly  direction  so  as  to  give  her  a  front- 
age of  more  than  seventy-six  feet  on  Ogden  avenue,  leaving 
less  than  twenty-four  feet  frontage  on  that  avenue  to  be  con- 
veyed to  Madler,  is,  in  our  judgment,  without  foundation. 
As  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  the  lot  must  be 
understood  to  mean  the  land  independently  of  the  street  or 
avenue.  Montgomery  v,  Hines,  134  Ind.  221,  33  N.  E.  1100. 
The  trial  court  properly  held  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  causfe 
of  action. 

2.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  allowed  the  defend- 
ants Scheffer  to  tax  a  full  bill  of  costs  and  disbursements.  No 
objection  is  made  to  the  allowance  of  costs  and  disbursements 
in  favor  of  Madler.  He  defended  as  purchaser  from  Kasten, 
who  was  brought  into  the  case  as  defendant  Kasten  died, 
and  thereupon  Mrs.  Scheffer,  as  his  sole  heir  at  law,  and  her 
husband  were  brought  into  the  case  as  defendants.  Of  course, 
it  became  necessary  for  them  to  defend  or  allow  judgment  to 
go  against  them  by  default.  They  appeared  by  a  separate  at- 
torney;  and,  being  successful,  we  perceive  no  reason  why  they 
were  not  entitled  to  legitimate  costs.  Of  course,  the  items  of 
costs  were  not  to  be  unnecessarily  duplicated.  Accordingly 
the  trial  court  disallowed  to  the  Scheffers  all  items  that  were 
common  to  both  issues.    We  perceive  no  error  in  sudi  ruling. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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Wandt,  Respondent,  vs.  Heaest^s  Chicago  American,  Ap- 
pellant. 

September  n— October  9,  1906, 

Libel:  Picture  of  pUrintif  in  newspaper  article  a$  to  another  person, 

1.  A  newspaper  article  falsely  stating  that  a  person  Is  a  suicide 

fiend,  has  attempted  suicide  twenty-five  times,  and  would  usu- 
ally go  to  the  hospital  and  ask  to  be  pumped  out,  is  libelous  as 
tending  to  bring  that  person  into  public  contempt  and  ridicula 

2.  Where  a  picture  of  plaintiff  was  inserted  in  such  an  article  in 

such  a  way  as  to  be  in  effect  a  statement  that  It  was  a  picture 
of  the  person  referred  to,  the  article  and  picture  together  con- 
stituted an  actionable  libel,  although  the  article  gave  as  the 
name  of  the  person  referred  to  a  name  other  than  plaintiff's  and 
although  plaintiff  may  not  have  been  damaged  in  the  estimation 
of  friends  who  knew  her  welL 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county :  Wabben  D.  Tarbant,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  for  libel.  The  complaint  charged  in  ef- 
fect that  the  defendant  corporation  published  and  circulated 
in  its  newspaper,  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  the  following  ar- 
ticle with  the  picture  or  photograph  of  the  plaintiff  immedi- 
ately under  the  first  headline : 

"SUICIDE  GIRL  LAID  TO  REST. 


"Evelyn  Daly,  Suicide. 
[Photograph.] 
^'Evelyn  Daly  Succeeded  in  Taking  Her  Life  After  Twenty- 
five  Attempts. 
"(Special  to  the  American.) 
"Milwaukee,  Aug.  17. — ^Evelyn  Daly,  daughter  of  Mrs. 
E.  L.  Daly,  of  East  Lake,  Mich.,  and  who,  under  the  name  of 
Cecil  Davis,  of  Cadillac,  Mich.,  suooeeded  in  ending  her  life 
after  twenty-five  attempts,  was  buried  here  today.     Here  are 
some  of  the  attempts  she  has  made  ywithin  the  last  three 
months. 

"June  5 — Took  morphine;  went  to  Emergency  Hospital 
and  asked  to  be  pumped  out. 
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"July  5 — ^Tried  to  fall  on  dagger,  but  only  scratched  her 
neck. 

"July  30 — Jumped  off  open  bridge,  but  found  water  too 
cool  for  comfort  and  yelled  for  help,  which  came  in  time  to 
save  her  life. 

"August  14 — ^Took  carbolic  acid  and  died  at  Emergency 
HospitaL 

"Miss  Daly  was  known  to  the  police  as  a  suicide  fiend. 
She  would  try  to  commit  suicide  at  the  least  provocation. 

"She  never  tried  hanging.  She  said  she  didn't  like  the 
illuminating  gas  method,  and  only  tried  that  once.  But  car- 
bolic acid,  morphine,  and  laudanum  were  common  poisons  to 
her.  She  came  here  about  five  years  ago  and  soon  mani- 
fested her  suicidal  mania.  Usually  after  taking  poison  she 
would  call  for  the  police  patrol  to  take  her  to  the  hospital, 
or  go  herself  and  get  the  poison  removed. 

"Sometimes  she  was  too  far  gone  to  make  her  own  call  for 
help,  but  this  was  seldom," 

— and  that  the  defendant  thereby  falsely,  wilfully,  and  ma- 
liciously charged  the  plaintiff  with  having  committed  sui- 
cide, and  with  having  many  times  attempted  to  commit  sui- 
cide, to  her  great  damage.  A  general  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint was  overruled,  and  the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Robert  N.  McMynn, 
attorney,  and  Darrow,  Masters  &  Wilson,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  Mr,  McMynn.  They  cited  Butler  v.  News- 
Leader  Co.  (Va.)  51  S.  E.  213;  Bianchi  v.  Star  Co.  95 
K  Y.  Supp.  28,  30-32;  Townshend,  Slander  &  L.  (4th  ed.) 
§§  95,  96,  108,  137,  140;  Newell,  Defamation,  S.  &  L. 
pp.  259,  260 ;  Hanson  v.  Olobe  N.  Co.  159  Mass.  293 ;  CooTc 
V.  Trihwne  Asso.  5  Blatch.  352,  356;  Robertson  v.  Edelstein, 
104  Wis.  440,  443. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Fiebing  &  Killilea^ 
and  oral  argument  by  0.  0.  Hackbarth. 

WiNSLOW,  J.  It  is  elementary  that  written  or  printed 
publications  which  falsely  tend  to  bring  the  plaintiff  into- 
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public  disgrace,  contempt,  or  ridicule  are  libelous.  Bradley 
V.  Cramer,  59  Wis.  309,  18  N.  W.  268.  It  is  also  elemen- 
tary that  a  libel  need  not  be  in  printed  language,  but  that  a 
caricature  or  picture  or  effigy,  with  or  without  printed  lan- 
guage, which  is  understood  to  refer  to  the  plaintiff,  and  which 
has  the  tendency  to  bring  disgrace,  contempt,  or  ridicule  upon 
the  plaintiff,  is  libelous.  Newell,  Slander  &  L.  (2d  ed.) 
eh.  4,  §  1,  p.  43. 

A  printed  statement  to  the  effect  that  a  person  is  a  suicide 
fiend,  has  attempted  suicide  twenty-five  times,  and  would  usu- 
ally go  to  the  hospital  and  ask  to  be  pumped  out,  certainly 
has  a  tendency  to  bring  that  person  into  public  contempt  and 
ridicule.  Had  the  article  in  question  given  no  name,  but 
simply  stated  that  the  person  whose  picture  was  given  had 
done  these  things,  there  would  be  little  doubt  in  the  mind  of 
any  one  that  it  would  have  been  libelous,  provided  the  pic- 
ture was  accurate  enough  to  be  recognized  as  the  plaintiff's 
picture.  From  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  it  must  be 
assimied  that  the  picture  was  fairly  accurate,  as  it  is  called 
a  photograph,  doubtless  nieaning  a  halftone  reproduction  of  a 
photograph,  which  can  now  be  made  with  a  considerable  de- 
gree of  accuracy. 

The  insertion  of  the  picture  under  the  headline  of  the  ar- 
ticle is,  of  course,  in  effect  a  statement  that  it  is  a  picture  of 
the  person  referred  to  in  the  article.  Hence  the  article  and 
picture  together  constitute  a  libel  as  matter  of  law,  unless  the 
fact  that  the  article  states  that  the  suicide's  name  was  Evelyn 
Daly  can  be  held  to  be  an  antidote  to  the  otherwise  libelous 
effect  This  contention  is  strongly  made  by  the  appellant, 
and  is  in  fact  the  only  contention  worthy  of  very  serious  con- 
sideration. 

It  seems  quite  true,  as  urged  by  the  appellant,  that  persons 
who  knew  the  plaintiff  well,  and  knew  her  residence  and 
family,  would  probably  not  be  misled,  but  would  at  once  con- 
clude that  the  picture  was  inserted  by  mistake;  but  there  may 
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well  be  a  considerable  number  of  persons,  who  only  know  the 
plaintiff  by  sight  or  have  merely  a  slight  acquaintance,  who 
would  recognize  the  picture  at  once,  and  would  conclude  that 
the  article  in  fact  did  refer  to  the  plaintiff,  concluding  (if 
they  knew  the  plaintiff's  name  at  all)  that  such  name  was 
merely  another  alias.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  plaint- 
iff has  been  greatly  damaged  by  the  publication.  There  is 
ample  room  for  the  inference  that  she  may  well  have  been 
damaged  in  the  estimation  of  the  classes  of  people  last  men- 
tioned. The  fact  that  she  may  not  have  been  damaged  in  the 
estimation  of  friends  who  knew  her  well  would  only  affect  the 
extent  of  injury  and  mitigate  the  damages.  A  very  similar 
case  where  a  like  result  was  reached  will  be  found  in  De 
Sando  v.  New  York  Herald  Co.  88  App.  Div.  492,  85  N.  Y. 
Supp.  111. 

By  the  Court — Order  affirmed. 


Shuman,  Respondent,  vs.  Steinel,  Appellant. 

September  11 — October  9,  1906. 

Husband  and  wife:  Necesaariea:  Contracts  made  by  wife:  Ratificor 
tion:  Agency:  Pleading:  Variance:  Court  and  jury, 

1.  A  set  of  ''Stoddard's  Lectures''  is  held  not  to  have  been  neces- 

saries for  which,  If  purchased  by  the  wife  on  the  husband's 
credit,  he  was  bound  to  pay. 

2.  When  a  wife  contracts  an  Indebtedness  on  her  own  credit,  the 

mere  promise  of  the  husband  to  pay  It  stands  upon  the  same 
footing  as  any  other  promise  without  consideration  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another.  The  act  of  the  wife  in  such  a  case  is  not  ca- 
pable of  ratification. 

8,  But  if  a  wife,  assuming  to  act  as  her  husband's  agent,  contracts 
an  indebtedness  and  he  subsequently,  with  knowledge  of  the 
factSv  adopts  her  act  as  his  own  by  promising  to  pay  the  debt, 
or  by  accepting  the  l)eneflt  of  the  transaction,  or  in  any  other 
way,  he  thereby  becomes  liable  for  the  debt. 

4.  So,  if  a  wife,  assuming  to  act  as  her  husband's  agent,  signed  his 
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name  to  an  agreement  to  take  and  pay  for  a  set  of  books  and 
he  afterwards  adopted  her  act,  the  contract  became  his  from 
the  beginning;  and  proof  of  such  facts  did  not  constitute  a 
variance  from  a  complaint  alleging  that  the  husband  contracted 
for  the  books. 
5.  Evidence  that  in  such  a  case  the  husband  stated  that  if  his  wife 
ordered  the  books  he  would  pay  for  them  at  the  rate  of  about 
$10  per  month,  and  that  the  vendor's  representative  assented 
to  such  condition  of  payment,  was  sufficient  to  take  the  ques- 
tion of  ratification  to  the  Jury. 

Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  superior  oourt  of  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  C.  Lubwig,  Judge.     Reversed, 

Action  to  recover  on  alleged  contract  liability.  The  com- 
plaint was  to  the  effect  that  October  15,  1902,  defendant  con- 
tracted in  writing  to  take  of  the  plaintiff  a  set  of  ^'Stoddard^s 
Lectures"  and  pay  therefor  $36;  that  plaintiff  fuUy  per- 
formed his  part  under  such  contract  but  that  defendant  re- 
fused to  pay  for  the  property. 

Defendant  answered  denying  that  he  agreed  to  purchase 
or  that  he  received  the  property  mentioned.  The  signature 
to  the  contract  was  duly  put  in  issue  so  as  to  cast  on  plaintiff 
the  burden  of  proof  as  to  whether  it  was  that  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  evidence  was  undisputed  that  the  paper  was  made 
by  defendant's  wife,  she  using  his  or  her  own  name.  There 
was  some  testimony  tending  to  show  that  she  signed  her  own 
name  to  the  paper  and  that  it  was  subsequently  changed  by  an 
erasure  of  the  letter  "s"  from  "Mrs.'^  There  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  contract  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  de- 
fendant or  that  his  wife  pretended  to  act  by  his  authority, 
or  as  his  agent,  in  making  it,  except  as  indicated  by  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  she  signed  his  name.  There  was  an  in- 
dorsement on  the  paper  by  the  person  who  acted  on  behalf  of 
plaintiff,  as  follows: 

^Tleport  of  agent  on  sviscnber:  , 

"Name:  Mr.  B.  F.  Steinel 
"Age:  Twenty-seven  years. 
"Occupation :  Mil.  Sptg.  Review  Pub.  Co. 
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'^Married. 

"Keputation  for  paying  debts :  Good. 

"Other  information: 

"The  subscriber  is  reliable  and  trustworthy,  and  I  hereby 
certify  that  this  agreement  contains  all  the  conditions  made 
between  me  and  the  subscriber,  and  that  his  signature  is  gen- 
uine. J.  L.  Day,  Jb.,  Solicitor." 

The  evidence  further  tended  to  show  that  defendant's  wife 
received  the  books ;  that  some  time  thereafter  when  his  atten- 
tion was  called  to  the  matter  he  said  that  if  she  ordered  them 
he  would  pay  for  them,  and  that  subsequently  he  declined  to 
do  so  and  offered  to  return  the  property. 

After  the  testimony  was  closed  defendant's  counsel  asked 
leave  to  introduce  further  evidence  as  to  the  signature  having 
been  changed,  and  asked  to  have  the  question  submitted  to 
the  jury  as  to  whether  the  credit  was  given  to  the  wife  and 
the  contract  signed  in  her  name.  The  court  ruled  that  the 
property  purchased  was  not  of  the  class  called  necessaries; 
that  it  made  no  difference  how  the  contract  was  signed  or 
whether  there  was  any  contract  at  all ;  that  the  paper  did  not 
cut  any  figure,  except  that  it  fixed  the  price  of  the  property, 
and  that  if  defendant's  wife  ordered  the  goods  and  received 
them  and  he  subsequently  promised  to  pay  therefor  he  was 
liable.  Accordingly  a  question  covering  those  matters  only 
was  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  was  answered  in  the  affirma- 
tive. Both  sides  then  moved  for  judgment  upon  the  verdict 
and  the  minutes  of  the  court  and  the  evidence.  Plaintiff's 
motion  was  granted  and  the  defendant's  denied. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Edward  J.  Yochey, 
attorney,  and  James  F.  Trottman,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr,  Trottman. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Carroll  &  Carroll, 

and  oral  argument  by  Oeorge  J.  Carroll. 

* 

Mahahall,  J.  The  assignments  of  error  urged  by  appel- 
lant may  be  stated  thus :  1.  The  court  should  have  granted  a 
nonsuit  on  appellant's  motion  because  the  complaint  was  on 
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contract  charging  him  with  being  the  maker  thereof,  while  the 
proof  showed  that  the  contract  was  made  by  his  wife  and  that 
he  did  not  subsequently  ratify  the  same.  2.  The  contract 
was  that  of  appellant's  wife  and  so  he  was  not  liable  with- 
out an  express  promise  to  pay,  based  on  a  new  and  independ- 
ent consideration.  3.  The  contract  was  shown  to  be  void  be- 
cause altered  fraudulently  in  a  material  part.  4.  The  court 
refused  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question  of  whether  appel- 
lant's wife  signed  the  contract  and  the  credit  was  given  to 
her.  5.  There  was  no  proof  that  appellant  promised  to  pay 
for  the  property.  These  various  propositions  we  will  not  dis- 
cuss in  detail,  but  treat  the  case  in  a  somewhat  general  way. 

We  can  make  little  or  no  headway  in  determining  whether 
the  facts  found  by  the  jury  are  sufficient  to  render  appellant 
liable  by  reviewing  such  authorities  as  Day  v.  Bumham,  36 
Vt  37;  Conrad  v.  Abbott,  132  Mass.  330;  and  Allen  v.  Al- 
drich,  29  N.  H.  63,  cited  to  our  attention  by  counsel  for  re- 
spondent. They  are  all  cases  where  the  wife  purchased  nec- 
essaries on  her  husband's  credit  Here  it  was  properly  held 
that  the  property  purchased  was  not  necessaries,  and  the 
question  of  whether  the  purchase  was  made  on  the  credit  of 
the  husband  or  on  the  credit  of  the  wife  was  held  by  the 
learned  court  to  be  immaterial.  Hie  subject  dealt  with  in 
Conrad  v.  Abbott,  supra,  is  well  indicated  in  the  following 
language  of  the  syllabus : 

"A  promise  by  a  husband  to  pay  for  necessaries  which 
have  been  furnished  to  his  wife  upon  his  credit,  if  they  are 
such  as  he  is  bound  to  supply  her  with,  .  .  .  amounts  to  a 
ratification  of  her  contract,  upon  which  an  action  may  be 
maintained,  even  if  she  had  no  previous  authority  to  purchase 
them.'' 

The  decision  went  upon  the  ground,  which  all  such  do,  that 
the  wife  in  making  the  purchase  was  presumed  to  assume  au- 
thority to  act  for  her  husband.     The  court  said : 

"The  act  of  one  assuming  to  be  an  agent,  but  done  without 
authority,  may  be  ratified,  and  in  such  case  the  liability  of 
the  principal  arises  upon  the  ratification." 


Digitized  by 


Google 


426  SUPREME  CODET  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Qct. 

Shaman  v.  Steinel,  129  Wis.  422. 

Cases  cited  by  respondent  to  support  the  contention  that 
the  mere  promise  of  the  husband  to  pay  for  goods,  not  neces- 
saries, purchased  by  the  wife  on  her  own  credit  makes  him. 
liable  do  not  so  hold.  They  all  proceed  upon  the  theory  of 
ratification  of  the  act  of  the  wife  assuming  to  act  for  her  hus- 
band. Of  course,  in  case  of  necessaries  the  element  of  as- 
sumed agency  is  much  more  readily  proved  than  in  case  of 
other  property.  When  a  wife  contracts  an  indebtedness  on 
her  own  credit,  then  the  mere  promise  of  the  husband  to  pay 
it  is  of  no  greater  dignity  than  any  promise  without  consid- 
eration to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another.  That  is  elemen- 
tary. It  must  be  assumed  that  the  trial  court  so  understood 
the  law  and  held  appellant  liable  under  the  doctrine  of  ratifi- 
cation, upon  the  theory  that  it  applied  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  though  they  only  included  the  elements  of  order- 
ing the  goods  by  the  wife,  receiving  the  same  by  her,  and 
promise  by  appellant  to  pay  therefor;  that  the  elements  of 
whether  she  assumed  to  act  as  agent  in  the  matter  or  ordered 
the  goods  on  her  own  credit  were  immaterial. 

As  to  the  importance  of  the  omitted  elements,  in  Mechem 
on  Agency  at  §  127,  the  rule  is  stated -thus: 

"The  act  ratified  must  also  have  been  done  by  the  assumed 
agent  as  agent  and  in  behalf  of  the  principal.  If  the  act  was 
done  by  him  as  principal  and  on  his  own  account,  it  cannot 
thus  be  ratified." 

The  judicial  authorities  are  in  harmony  therewith.  In 
Meiners  v.  Mvnson,  53  Ind.  138,  cited  by  appellant,  we  have 
a  good  example.     There  the  court  said : 

"The  rule  of  law  is,  that  a  ratification  can  only  be  effectual 
between  the  parties,  when  the  act  is  done  by  the  agent  avow- 
edly for  or  on  account  of  the  principal,  and  not  when  it  is 
done  for  or  on  accoimt  of  the  agent  himself,  or  of  some  third 
person." 

And  further,  citing  from  Chitty  on  Contracts  (11th  Am. 
ed.)  293: 

"But  whore  the  party  making  the  contract  had  no  author- 
ity to  contract  for  the  third  person,  and  did  not  profess,  at 
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the  time,  to  act  for  him,  it  seems  that  the  subsequent  assent 
of  such  third  party,  to  be  bound  as  principal,  has  no  opera- 
tion." 

And  further,  citing  from  1  Parsons  on  Contracts  (6th  ed.) 
346,  where  the  author  was  speaking  of  a  situation  similar  to 
that  before  us, 

"We  may  add  that  such  a  case  would  perhaps  fall  within 
the  rule,  that  no  act  is  capable  of  ratification  by  the  principal 
which  was  not  performed  by  the  agent  as  agent,  and  in  behalf 
of  the  principal." 

To  the  same  effect  are  Saltmarsh  v.  Candia,  51  N.  H.  71, 
76;  Wilson  v.  Hayes,  40  Minn.  531,  42  K  W.  467;  Mitchell 
V.  Minnesota  F.  Asso.  48  Minn.  278,  51  X.  W.  608 ;  Schreyer 
V.  Turner  F,  Co.  29  Oreg.  1,  43  Pac.  719;  Minnich  v.  Dar- 
ling, 8  Ind.  App.  539,  36  K  E.  173. 

The  argument  advanced  that  appellant  could  not  become 
liable  in  the  absence  of  an  express  promise,  based  on  a  new 
and  independent  consideration,  in  any  event,  is  answered  by 
the  rule  that  the  liability  of  one  who  ratifies  as  principal  the 
unauthorized  act  of  another,  who  assumed  to  contract  in  his 
behalf,  goes  upon  the  ground  of  adoption  of  the  unauthorized 
act,  and  therefore  requires  no  consideration.  So,  if  appel- 
lant's wife,  assuming  to  act  as  his  agent,  ordered  the  books 
from  respondent  and  received  them,  and  he  subsequently,  with 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  adopted  her  act  as  his  own  by  prom- 
ising to  pay  for  the  property,  or  by  accepting  the  benefit  of 
the  transaction,  or  in  any  other  way,  he  thereby  became  liable 
for  the  indebtedness. 

Prom  the  foregoing  it  seems  plain  that  the  question  of 
whether  appellant's  wife  signed  his  name  to  the  contract,  and 
the  one  as  to  whether  she  assumed  to  act  for  him,  were  ma- 
terial on  the  question  of  his  liability.  There  was  some  evi- 
dwice  that  she  signed  her  own  name  to  the  paper,  and  we 
must  assume  that  other  evidence  on  that  line,  which  appellant 
asked  leave  to  present  after  both  sides  had  rested,  would  have 
been  offered  and  received  had  the  court  not  held  that,  if  she 
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signed  her  own  name  and  the  credit  was  given  to  her,  the 
promise  by  her  husband  to  pay  the  debt  made  it  his  obliga- 
tion; since  the  rejection  of  the  offer  of  additional  evidence 
was  placed  on  the  ground  of  immateriality. 

What  has  been  said  seems  to  govern  all  the  questions  raised 
which  need  attention.  The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  upon  the 
ground  that  the  signature  of  the  appellant  was  put  in  issue 
and  no  proof  was  produced  to  show  that  he  did  sign  the  paper, 
but  on  the  contrary  the  evidence  was  to  the  effect  that  his  wife 
signed  her  own  name  thereto  and  that  subsequently  the  signa- 
ture was  fraudulently  changed,  was  properly  overruled  be- 
cause, as  to  whether  the  signature  was  changed,  the  evidence 
was  in  conflict,  and  as  to  whether  the  signature  should  be  re- 
garded as  appellant's  turned  on  the  question  of  ratification. 
If  the  wife  signed  appellant's  name,  assuming  to  act  as  his 
agent,  and  he  afterwards  adopted  her  act,  the  contract  be- 
came, in  legal  effect,  his  from  the  beginning  and  was  en- 
forceable as  such.  It  follows  that  the  claim  that  a  recovery 
based  on  ratification  was  a  departure  from  the  one  set  forth 
in  the  complaint  cannot  be  approved. 

The  claim  that,  assuming  for  the  purposes  of  the  case  the 
<;ircumstance8  were  such  that  a  promise  on  the  part  of  ap- 
pellant to  pay  for  the  books  would  have  ratified  the  act  of  the 
wife  as  his,  there  was  no  proof  of  such  a  promise,  the  court 
properly  ruled  in  respondent's  favor.  The  testimony  was  to 
the  effect  that  appellant's  statement,  that  if  his  wife  ordered 
the  goods  he  would  pay  for  them  at  the  rate  of  about  $10  a 
month,  was  assented  to,  as  the  jury  were  warranted  in  con- 
cluding. The  person  who  represented  plaintiff  testified  that 
he  said  to  appellant  he  thought  the  condition  of  payment  sug- 
gested would  do,  and  in  subsequent  communications  in  respect 
to  the  matter  there  was  no  change  as  to  such  assent. 

So  the  case  comes  down  to  this:  The  trial  court  erred  in 
not  submitting  to  the  jury  in  some  proper  way  whether  ap- 
pellant's wife  assumed  to  act  as  agent  for  her  husband  or 
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signed  her  own  name  and  the  credit  was  given  to  her.  If  she 
signed  her  name  to  the  paper  and  did  not  assume  to  act  as 
agent  for  her  husband,  as  before  indicated,  there  could  be  no 
ratification,  and,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  no  lia- 
bility on  the  part  of  appellant  created  by  his  mere  promise 
to  pay  for  the  goods. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


Gymnastic  Association  of  the  South  Side  of  Milwau- 
kee, Appellant,  vs.  City  of  Milwaukee  and  another. 
Respondents. 

September  17 — October  9,  1906, 

Statutes:  Construction:  Repeal:  Taxation:  Exemptions:  Turner  so- 
cieties: ^'Property  used  exclusively  for  educational  purposes:*' 
Indivisible  huilding  partly  rented  for  other  purposes. 

1.  A  statute  directed  towards  a  special  subject  is  ordinarily  pre- 

ponderant over  a  later  and  more  general  statute;  but  when  the 
earlier  statute  is  special  only  in  the  sense  that  it  applies  to  a 
single  case,  of  which  there  are  many  in  the  state,  and  the  later 
statute  is  general  in  its  operation  and  applies  to  all  such  cases, 
then  the  earlier  one  is  deemed  to  be  superseded  by  the  later 
and,  so  far  as  inconsistent,  to  be  repealed. 

2.  Thus  ch.  44,  P.  &  L.  Laws  of  1869,  incorporating  the  plaintiff 

Turner  society  and  exempting  all  its  property  from  taxation, 
was  superseded  and  repealed,  as  to  such  exemption,  by  ch.  309, 
Laws  of  1883  (subd.  23,  sec.  1038,  Stats.  1898),  providing  that  all 
the  "property  of  the  Turner  societies  which  are  or  may  be  incor- 
porated under  the  laws  of  this  state,  whicl^  is  used  exclusively 
for  educational  purposes,  is  hereby  exempted  from  taxation." 

3.  Under  a  statute  limiting  exemptions  to  property  "used  exclu- 

sively for"  a  specified  purpose,  a  devotion  of  the  income  of  the 
property  to  such  purpose  is  not  sufficient,  but  there  must  be 
primary  physical  use  therefor  of  the  very  property  for  which 
exemption  is  claimed. 

4.  Thus,  where  portions  of  a  building  owned  by  a  Turner  society 

were  leased  for  a  saloon  and  a  barbershop,  the  building  was  not 
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"used  exclusively  for  edueational  purposes/'  within  the  meaning 
of  subd.  23,  sec.  1038,  Stats.  1898,  even  though  the  rentals  re- 
ceived were  used  by  the  society  for  such  purposes. 

6.  Under  said  statute  the  whole  of  an  indivisible  building,  and  the 
ground  on  which  it  stands,  is  subject  to  taxation  unless  the 
whole  is  rendered  exempt  by  being  used  exclusively  for  educa- 
tional purposes. 

[6.  Whether  a  mere  incidental  use  promptive  of  the  main  purpose 
<as  the  letting  of  a  hall  for  lectures  when  not  required  tor  the 
uses  of  the  society  owning  it,  or  the  use  of  parts  of  a  building 
for  living  rooms  for  teachers  or  Janitors)  would  destroy  the  ex- 
emption, not  determined.] 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
<50imty:  Wabreis'  D.  Taeeant,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  appeal  is  from  an  order  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiff's  complaint  praying  cancellation  of  an  assessment 
and  levy  of  general  taxes  for  the  year  1904  on  plaintiff's  real 
estate,  and  for  temporary  and  permanent  injunction  against 
any  steps  to  collect  such  taxes.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
plaintiff  is  a  corporation  organized  under  ch.  44,  P.  &  L. 
Laws  of  1869,  imder  the  name  of  ^^The  Oymnastic  Associa- 
tion of  the  South  Side  of  MilwavJcee/^  called  in  German 
"Der  Turn  Verein  der  Suedseite  von  Milwaukee,''  without 
stock  and  not  for  profit,  and  that  it  is  authorized  to  own  and 
hold  real  estate  for  the  purposes  of  the  association  not  ex- 
ceeding in  value  $50,000.  Such  act  also  provided  ^^hat  all 
real  and  personal  property  of  this  association  shall  be  exempt 
from  taxation."  It  is  alleged  that  the  property  in  question 
held  by  the  association  is  of  the  value  of  about  $25,000,  with 
a  mortgage  thereon  of  $10,000 ;  that  the  same  is  divided  into 
a  gymnasium,  a  dining  room  on  the  first  floor,  and  a  saloon 
and  barbershop  in  the  basement;  that  the  saloon  is  rented  to 
the  janitor  of  said  building  for  $45  per  month,  together  with 
the  use  of  a  room  in  the  rear  for  living  purposes,  in  consid- 
eration of  which  contract  of  rental  the  janitor  is  required  to 
I)erform  all  the  duties  of  janitor  for  the  entire  building,  the 
saloon  being  run  by  him  for  his  own  profit     The  barbershop 
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is  rented  to  persons  not  members  of  the  association  at  a  rental 
of  $12.50  per  month.  Both  saloon  and  barbershop  front  on 
the  street*  and  are  open  to  the  general  public.  It  is  further 
alleged  that  the  gymnasium  hall  is  frequently  rented  to  out- 
side parties  for  dances,  political  meetings,  concerts,  and  lec- 
tures at  prices  ranging  from  $15  to  $40;  that  all  of  said 
rentals,  together  ^ii^th  the  annual  dues  of  $4.20  of  each  of  the 
500  members,  go  into  the  treasury  of  the  association  and  are 
•expen'Sed  in  paying  its  necessary  expenses ;  that  the  plaintiff 
conducts  regular  gymnastic  exercises  in  the  gymnasium  each 
day  except  Sunday  for  eleven  months  in  the  year  and  regu- 
larly employs  a  gymnastic  instructor  at  a  salary  of  $1,200 
per  annum;  that  from  800  to  320  children  between  the  age 
•of  six  to  fourteen  years,  as  well  as  adults,  receive  instruction 
covering  the  whole  field  of  gymnastics ;  that  for  such  instruc- 
tion the  members  of  the  association  and  their  children  pay 
nothing,  while  others  pay  twenty-five  cents  per  month;  that 
the  plaintiff  also  conducts  during  the  winter  months  a  course 
of  lectures  on  scientific  and  historical  subjects,  also  a  series 
of  debates.  Under  the  organization  of  the  plaintiff  corpora- 
tion no  dividends  or  pecuniary  profits  can  be  made  by  indi- 
vidual members  thereof;  no  salaries  are  paid  to  officers,  ex- 
-cept  $1,200  a  year  to  the  physical  instructor  and  $75  to  the 
finance  secretary.  The  complaint  also  alleges  the  levy  and 
attempted  collection  by  the  city  of  taxes  and  the  doud  upon 
title  resulting  theref  ronk 

Julius  E.  Boehr,  for  the  appellant 
.  For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  John  T.  Kelly, 
<ity  attorney,  and  Benjamin  Poss,  assistant  city  attorney,  and 
-oral  argument  by  Mr.  Poss. 

Dodge,  J.  1.  The  first  question  to  be  resolved  is  -whether 
iflie  taxability  of  plaintiff's  property  is  governed  by  the  spe- 
cial act  incorporating  it,  ch.  44,  P.  &  L.  Laws  of  1869,  or  by 
tiie  general  statute,  originally  ch.  309,  Laws  of  1883,  which, 
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before  the  assessment  of  these  taxes,  had  become  embodied  in 
the  revision  of  1898  as  subd.  23,  sec.  1038,  Stats.  1898,  and 
provides : 

"All  of  the  real  and  personal  property  of  the  Turner  soci- 
eties which  are  or  may  be  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  this 
state,  which  is  used  exclusively  for  educational  purposes,  is 
hereby  exempted  from  taxation/' 

There  is,  of  course,  a  well-recognized  rule  of  statutory  con- 
struction to  the  effect  that  an  act  directed  towards  a' special 
subject  is  ordinarily  preponderant  over  a  more  general  act, 
yet  that  is,  at  best,  but  a  rule  of  construction,  yielding  when- 
ever a  contrary  legislative  intent  is  reasonably  apparent ;  and 
such  intent  will  ordinarily  be  inferred,  first,  where  the  later 
and  more  general  act  governs  the  whole  subject  to  which  it 
relates,  and  is  manifestly  designed  to  embrace  the  entire  law 
thereon;  and,  more  specific  still,  when  the  earlier  statute  is 
special  only  in  the  sense  that  it  applies  to  a  single  case,  of 
which  there  are  many  in  the  state,  and  the  later  statute  is 
general  in  its  operation  and  applies  to  all  such  cases,  then  the 
earlier  one  is  deemed  to  be  superseded  by  the  latter  and,  so 
far  as  inconsistent,  to  be  repealed.  Southport  v.  Ogden,  23 
Conn.  128 ;  Coe  v.  Meriden,  45  Conn.  155 ;  Hartford  v.  Hart- 
ford T.  Sem,  66  Conn.  475,  34  Atl.  483;  Louisville  &  N.  B. 
Co.  V.  Williams,  103  Ky.  375,  45  S.  W.  229;  Nusser  v. 
Comm.  25  Pa.  St  126;  Rhoads  v.  Hoernerstown,  Bldg.  & 
8av.  Asso.  82  Pa.  St.  180,  187 ;  B^st  v.  Baumgardner,  122 
Pa.  St.  17,  15  Atl.  691;  Westfield  v.  Tioga  Co.  150  Pa.  St. 
152, 160,  24  Atl.  700 ;  Kellogg  v.  Oshkosh,  14  Wis.  623,  628 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Risch  v.  Trustees,  121  Wis.  44,  52,  98  K  W. 
954. 

In  the  legislation  under  consideration  we  find  all  the  ele- 
ments to  make  the  last-stated  rule  applicable.  There  were 
in  the  state  many  Turner  societies  organized  under  special 
acts,  most  of  them  doubtless  accorded  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion like  the  plaintiff,  others,  perhaps,  without  such  exemp- 
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tion  or  with  it  under  different  limitations.  Then  we  have 
the  many  Turner  societies  organized  for  similar  purposes 
under  general  statutes  and  having  no  such  individual  exemp- 
tion, xmless,  perhaps,  imder  the  general  exemption  to  charita- 
ble and  educational  associations,  the  applicability  of  which 
might  be  considered  doubtful.  There  was  every  reason  why 
the  legislature  should  treat  all  such  societies  alike,  and  none 
for  any  difference.  There  is,  therefore,  the  highest  probability 
that  when  a  graieral  law  was  passed  in  terms ,  applicable  to 
all  Turner  societies,  as  was  done  in  1883,  it  was  intended  to 
express  the  legislative  purpose  as  to  the  exemption  from  tax- 
ation which  any  such  society  ^ould  enjoy.  We  deem  it 
clear  that  under  the  act  of  1883,  and  even  more  obviously 
in  the  general  revision  of  the  statutes  in  1898,  it  was  in- 
tended to  revise  and  legislate  upon  the  whole  subject  of  the 
exemption  which  Turner  societies  should  enjoy,  and  that 
such  legislation  supersedes  completely  and  thereby  in  ef- 
fect repeals  the  exemption  contained  in  such  an  individual 
private  act  as  that  creating  4he  plaintiff.  That  view  has  been 
already  taken  for  granted,  without  discussion,  in  Green  Bay 
&  M.  0.  Co.  V.  Outagamie  Co.  76  Wis.  587,  45  K  W.  536, 
where  it  was  assumed  that  the  exemption  of  property  of  a 
Turner  society  was  controlled  by  ch.  309,  Laws  of  1883,  al- 
though that  society  was  incorporated  under  a  private  act  con- 
ferring Ihe  same  right  of  exemption  from  taxation  as  that 
incorporating  the  plaintiff. 

2.  The  next  subject  of  inquiry  is  whether  the  building  of 
the  plaintiff  is  shown  to  have  been  used  exclusively  for  edu- 
cational purposes  within  the  terms  of  subd.  23,  sec.  1038, 
Stats.  1898.  Sudi  property  is  a  single  indivisible  building 
of  whidi  certain  portions  of  the  street  frontage  are  leased  for 
commercial  purposes  in  no  wise  connected  with  education  ex- 
cept that  the  rents  for  such  ooeupcoicy  go  into  the  general 
treasury  of  the  society  and  are  devoted  to  the  payment  gen- 
erally of  its  expenses,  including,  of  course,  the  interest  upon 
Vol.  129  —  28 
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its  indebtedness,  and,  perhaps,  so  far  as  there  is  any  surpluSj 
to  reduction  of  the  principal,  which  was  doubtless  incurred 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  the  building  in  which  the  soci- 
ety's educational  functions  are  accomplished,  as  also  any  so- 
cial or  other  purposes  which  it  may  have.  On  the  part  of  the 
respondent  it  is  contended  that  the  words  "exclusively  used 
for  educational  purposes''  can  only  be  satisfied  by  the  direct 
physical  use  of  the  property  itself  in  the  work  of  education, 
while  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  is  contended  that  they 
may  be  satisfied  by  the  use  of  profits  or  earnings  of  such 
property  in  support  of  education.  Thus  the  somewhat  nar- 
row and  concrete  question  is  presented.  Doubtless  the  nat- 
ural and  exact  meaning  of  the  words  would  be  in  accord  with 
the  respondent's  contention.  A  building  which  is  used  for  a 
saloon  is  not  in  the  exact  sense  of  the  words  used  for  educa- 
tional purposes,  and  can  be  brought  within  such  words  only 
by  according  them  something  broader  and  more  liberal  than 
their  literal  expression. 

Of  course,  we  start  with  the  general  proposition  that  such 
statutes  according  exemption  from  taxation  are  to  be  strictly 
construed,  and  understood  to  confer  exemption  only  so  far 
as  their  words,  by  their  natural  and  necessary  meaning,  go. 
Katzer  v.  Milwaukee,  104  Wis.  16,  80  N.  W.  41.  This  rule 
alone  would  seem  sufiicient  to  preclude  appellant's  contention, 
but  there  are  other  considerations  which  tend  to  confirm  the 
more  limited  scope  of  the  exemption.  In  ascertaining  the 
meaning  of  words  there  is  a  natural  presumption  that  they 
are  used  by  the  legislature  in  the  same  sense  as  the  same 
words  elsewhere  in  the  same  statute.  Wo  find  in  sec.  1038, 
Stats.  1898,  exemption  of  property  of  various  classes  of  own- 
ers when  the  same  is  exclusively  devoted  to  or  used  for  cer- 
tain defined  purposes.  Thus,  in  subd.  4,  lands  owned  and 
used  by  the  state  or  any  county  agricultural  society  exclu- 
sively for  fair  grounds;  in  subd.  5,  buildings  and  ground 
owned  by  organized  fire  companies  and  used  exclusively  for 
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their  proper  purposes;  in  subd.  17,  property  of  fair  associa- 
tions while  used  exclusively  for  fairs  and  exhibitions;  in 
subd.  20,  property  of  private  corporations  for  care  of  the  in- 
sane used  exclusively  for  such  purposes ;  and  in  subd.  22,  the 
property  of  any  corporation  used  exclusively  for  the  purpose 
of  manufacturing  zinc  oxide.  Now,  in  many  of  these  in- 
stances it  would  obviously  be  inconceivable  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  to  exempt  property  the  profits  or  earnings  of 
which  were  devoted  to  the  purposes  named.  In  case,  for  ex- 
ample, of  the  private  insane  asylums,  which  are  corporations 
which  may  be  organized  with  capital  stock  and  for  pecuniary 
profit,  it  would  be  absurd  to  exempt  property  not  itself  used 
for  that  purpose,  such  as  stores  or  rented  farms,  merely  be- 
cause the  income  thereof  is  devoted  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  insane  asylum.  That  would  only  result  indirectly  in  ap- 
plying such  proceeds  to  the  personal  profit  of  the  stockhold- 
ers, either  presently  or  prospectively.  But  if  the  words  "ex- 
clusively used"  are  in  such  subdivision  clearly  intended  to  be 
limited  to  the  physical  use  of  the  property  itself,  why  must 
we  not  presume  that  the  like  words  were  used  with  the  same 
meaning  in  subd.  23,  relating  to  Turner  societies  t  If  appel- 
lant's construction  of  such  words  be  adopted,  the  kinds  of 
property  and,  in  many  cases,  the  amount  which  may  be  ex- 
empted is  without  limit  Commercial  blodcs,  office  build- 
ings, vessels,  and  farms,  as  also  bonds  and  mortgages,  not  dis- 
tinguishable in  their  physical  use  or  employment  from  other 
like  property,  may  be  held  exempt  from  the  usual  burdens  of 
taxation  provided  only  that  their  net  profits  or  earnings  be 
devoted  to  the  favored  purposes,  some  of  which,  as  already 
shown,  are  ultimately  purely  mercenary.  Such  result  would, 
we  think,  greatly  surprise  the  framers  of  these  various  ex- 
emption provisions  in  our  statutes.  From  such  considera- 
tions we  are  convinced  that  all  reason  is  against  appellant's 
construction.  • 

The  only  autiiority  cited  conflicting  witt  this  view  is  North 
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St  L.  0.  Soc,  V.  Hudson,  12  Mo.  App.  342,  affirmed  in  85 
Mo.  32,  which  is  identical  with  the  present  case  in  all  ma- 
terial particulars.  That  case  seems  to  stand  entirely  alone. 
It  was  decided  by  two  of  three  commissioners  without  par- 
ticipation by  any  of  the  justices  of  the  supreme  court.  No 
authority  is  cited  to  support  the  conclusion.  It  seems  to  us 
to  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  holding  of  the  supreme  court 
of  that  state  in  Wyman  r.  St.  Louis,  17  Ma  336,  where  it 
was  decided  that  a  building,  of  which  the  upper  stories  were 
occupied  as  a  school  and  the  lower  story  was  rented  for  com- 
mercial purposes,  was  not  exempt  under  a  statute  requiring 
that  the  building  should  be  used  for  school  purposes.  The 
Gymnastic  Society  Case  has  apparently  never  been  cited  or 
approved  in  Missouri,  but  is  in  principle  repudiated  in  Fit- 
terer  v,  Crawford,  157  Mo.  51,  57  S.  W.  532,  where  exemp- 
tion was  denied  to  a  Masonic  hall  of  which  the  ground  floor 
was  rented  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the  so- 
ciety, on  the  ground  that  the  building  was  not  used  exclusively 
for  charitable  purposes,  although  the  purposes  of  the  Masonia 
society  were  held  to  be  charitable.  We  think  this  last  case 
overrules  the  earlier  one,  and  deprives  it  of  authority  even  in 
Missouri. 

Elsewhere  throughout  the  country  an  array  of  authcwities 
far  too  numerous  for  complete  citation  sustain  the  view  that 
under  a  statute  limiting  exemptions  to  property  ^Sised  for,"" 
^'devoted  to,''  or  "used  exclusively  for"  a  specified  purpose, 
a  devotion  of  the  income  of  such  property  to  such  favored  pur- 
pose is  nc^  sufficient,  but  that  the  statutes  require  the  primary 
physical  use  therefor  of  the  very  property  for  whidi  exemp- 
tion is  claimed.  The*  following  may  be  mentioned  r  Indiana- 
polis V.  Grand  Lodge,  25  Ind.  618 ;  Hibernian  Ben.  Soc.  v. 
Kelly,  28  Oreg.  173,  42  Pac.  8 ;  St.  Mary's  College  v.  Crowl,. 
10  Kan.  442 ;  Morris  v.  Masons,  68  Tex.  698,  708,  5  S.  W. 
519;  Cincinnati  College  v.  State,  19  Otio,  110;  Siaie  €xrel^ 
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Adm'ra  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  35  La.  Ann.  668;  County 
Commfrs  v.  Sisters  of  Charity ,  48  Md.  34;  Louisville  v. 
Board  of  Trade,  90  Ky.  (2d  ed.)  409,  14  S.  W.  408;  Trus- 
tees V.  Boston,  120  Mass.  212 ;  Auburn  v.  Y.  M.  C.  A,  86  Me. 
244,  29  Atl.  992;  People  ex  rel.  Gore  v.  Y.  M.  C.  A.  157  HL 
403,  41  N.  E.  557;  Trustees  v.  Exeter,  58  K  H.  306;  Y.  M. 
C.  A.  V.  Donohugh,  13  Phila.  12.  We  find  nothing  in  Wis- 
consin to  conflict  with  this  volume  of  authority  elsewhere. 
Appellant  urges  on  our  notice  St.  Joseph's  Hosp.  Asso.  v. 
Ashland  Co.  96  Wis.  636,  72  N.  W.  43,  but  that  case  dealt 
wholly  with  the  construction  of  the  phrase  "used  for  pecun- 
iary profit"  found  in  subd.  3,  sec  1038,  Stats.  1898,  and  is 
without  applicability  to  the  present  subject. 

Our  attention  is  called  to  several  cases  holding  that  tempo- 
rary letting  of  a  building  or  a  hall,  the  whole  of  which  is  actu- 
ally occupied  and  used  for  charitable  or  educational  purposes, 
is  not  inconsistent  with  its  exclusive  use  within  a  statute  like 
ours ;  as,  for  example,  the  letting  of  seminary  buildings  for 
hotel  purposes  during  the  vacation,  or  the  letting  of  a  Masonic 
or  other  hall  for  lectures  when  not  required  for  the  uses  of  the 
society  owning  it  (Temple  drove  Sem.  v.  Cramer,  98  N.  Y. 
126 ;  St.  Mary's  Church  v.  Tripp,  14  R.  I.  307 ;  First  U.  Soc. 
V.  Hartford,  66  Conn.  368,  34  Atl.  89 ;  Philadelphia  v.  Bar- 
ber, 160  Pa.  St.  123,  28  Atl.  644)  ;  also  to  cases  where  parts 
of  school  buildings  or  charitable  establishments  are  used  for 
living  rooms  by  teachers,  workers,  or  janitors,  without  de- 
stroying the  exemption  (People  ex  rel.  Cairns  v.  Murray,  148 
K  Y.  171,  176,  42  N.  E.  584).  There  may  well  be  legiti- 
mate distinction  between  such  use  incidental  to  and  promotive 
of  the  main  purpose  for  which  a  building  is  primarily  devoted 
and  the  permanent  leasing  of  parts  of  the  building  for  uses 
having  no  relation  to  the  owner's  principal  purpose;  but 
neither  the  existence  nor  exact  location  of  any  such  line  of 
distinction  need  be  considered  or  decided  in  this  case,  for  the 
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leasing  of  the  saloon  and  barbershop,  we  are  convinced,  pre- 
cludes the  conclusion  that  the  building  in  question  is  exclu- 
sively used  for  educational  purposes, 

3.  An  opinion  filed  by  the  trial  judge  suggests  a  severance 
of  the  property  in  some  way  so  that  part  may  be  taxed  and 
part  exempted.  Coimsel  on  both  sides  seem  to  concede  the 
impossibility  of  such  act,  and  we  think  advisedly.  The  prop- 
erty in  question  is  a  single  nonseverable  building  together 
with  the  ground  on  which  it  stands.  Only  when  the  "prop- 
erty" is  exclusively  used  for  educational  purposes  can  it  be 
exempt  at  all.  It  seems  obvious  that  a  single  indivisible  piece 
of  property  cannot,  in  any  proper  sense,  be  exclusively  so  used 
when  parts  of  it  are  permanently  occupied  for  other  purposes. 
True,  some  courts  have  held  that  there  might  be  a  valuation 
and  assessment  of  the  part  used  for  noneducational  purposes, 
but  usually  by  virtue  of  some  procedure  for  severance  author- 
ized by  legislation.  The  weight  of  authority  is,  however,  the 
other  way.  Wyman  v.  SL  Louis,  17  Mo.  335 ;  St,  Mary's 
College  v.  Crowl,  10  Kan.  442.  With  that  view  this  court  is 
in  accord,  so  far  as  it  has  spoken.  Thus,  in  Phelps  v,  Rooney, 
9  Wis.  70,  it  was  held  that  a  part  of  a  building  occupied  as  a 
homestead  could  not  be  severed  from  parts  not  so  used,  as  a 
store  on  the  first  floor,  for  the  reason  that  the  part  not  used  as 
a  homestead  could  not  be  sold  on  execution  consistently  with 
the  practical  retention  and  enjoyment  by  a  debtor  of  the  liv- 
ing rooms  above  and  the  ground  beneath.  In  that  case  we  re- 
pudiated a  contrary  holding  in  Iowa  {Rhodes  v.  McCormick, 
4  Iowa,  368),  whereby,  in  the  words  of  a  witty  writer,  the 
home  of  a  family  was  ^^hung  in  the  air  like  the  nest  of  a  bird." 
Again,  in  Milwaukee  &  St,  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Crawford  Co.  29  Wis. 
116,  125,  where  part  of  a  building  was  used  for  proper  rail- 
way purposes  and  part  not,  it  was  declared  impracticable  to 
sever  for  purposes  of  taxation.  That  is  obviously  so  under 
our  present  laws  for  levy  and  enforcement  of  taxes  on  real  es- 
tate which  provide  no  rule  or  process  for  either  valuing  or 
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selling  any  fractional  interest  or  any,  other  than  vertical,  sec- 
tion of  land  with  a  single  building  upon  it.  Merrill  R.  &  L. 
Go.  V.  MerriU,  119  Wis.  249,  96  N.  W.  686.  Until  some 
such  provision  is  made  we  must  hold  that  the  whole  of  an  in- 
divisible building,  and  the  ground  on  which  it  stands,  is  sub- 
ject to  taxation  unless  the  whole  is  rendered  exempt  by  being 
used  exclusively  for  educational  purposes  in  the  natural  and 
exact  significance  of  those  words. 

The  views  thus  annoimced  absolve  us  frcHn  consideration 
of  several  argued  or  suggested  questions,  such  as  the  strictly 
educational  character  of  Turner  societies ;  the  constitutional- 
ity of  individual  exemptions  from  taxation  by  private  laws ; 
also  the  validity  and  effect  of  certain  portions  of  the  Milwau- 
kee charter.    We  therefore  leave  them  untouched. 

By  the  Court — Order  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


Patteeson,  Respondent,  vs.  Cappon,  Appellant. 

Septemher  IJ^Octoher  9,  1906. 

Tax  titles:  Second  tax  deed  to  same  grantee:  Effect  on  former  deed: 
Judgment:  As  to  what  matters  conclusive:  Appeal:  Findings  of 
fact:  Presumption  as  to  correctness. 

1.  Where  the  grantee  in  a  tax  deed  secures  a  second  deed  on  a  tax 

certificate  issued  prior  to  his  first  deed  but  based  on  taxes  sub- 
sequent to  those  on  which  his  first  deed  is  based,  the  second 
deed  does  not  cut  off  and  extinguish  his  title  and  interest  un- 
der the  first;  and  one  to  whom  said  grantee  afterwards  con- 
veys the  land  may  claim  title  under  said  first  tax  deed. 

2.  In  an  action  to  quiet  title,  brought  by  one  claiming  under  a  tax 

deed,  defendant  tendered  the  defense  to  the  original  owners 
at  the  time  the  taxes  were  levied,  who  had  warranted  the  title, 
but  they  neglected  to  defend.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  de- 
fendant then  brought  action  against  said  original  owners  for 
breach  of  the  covenant  of  warranty.  Held,  that  the  Judgment 
quieting  title  was  conclusive  in  the  later  action  as  against  the 
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claim  of  said  covenantors  that  the  purchase  at  the  tax  sale  was 
for  the  benefit  of  the  covenantee. 
8.  Where  a  deed  was  in  evidence  and  is  referred  to,  but  not  in- 
cluded, in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  a  finding  of  the  trial  court 
that  by  such  deed  the  grantee  assun^ed  payment  of  a  certain 
mortgage  on  the  land  as  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the 
conveyance,  will  be  presumed  to  be  correct 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  Milwau- 
kee county :  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Judge.    Affirmed. 

An  action  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  the  covenants 
of  a  deed.  The  facta  of  the  case  as  alleged  in  the  complaint 
are  fully  stated  in  the  case  on  a  former  appeal  to  this  court, 
reported  in  125  Wis.  198,  102  K  W.  1083.  The  issues  tried 
were  (1)  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  evicted  as  alleged. 

(2)  Did  plaintiff  suffer  damages  if  evicted  and  how  much? 

(3)  Was  the  purchase  by  Smith  from  Heller,  the  tax-title 
claimant,  a  purchase  for  and  by  the  plaintiff  ?  The  findings 
of  the  court  and  the  evidentiary  facts  are  fully  covered  by  the 
court's  findings  and  serve  to  present  the  material  facts  in- 
volved.   The  court  found  in  substance : 

On  February  14,  1894,  defendant  and  his  wife  deeded  to 
John  Debus  the  lot  in  question  for  a  consideration  of  $700. 
This  deed  was  duly  recorded.  It  contained  covenants  that 
the  grantors  were  well  seised  of  the  premises  as  of  a  good, 
absolute,  and  indefeasible  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple ; 
that  the  premises  were  free  and  clear  of  incumbrances,  ex- 
cept a  recorded  mortgage  of  $400;  and  that  the  grantors 
would  forever  warrant  and  defend  the  premises  in  the  quiet 
and  peaceable  possession  of  the  grantee,  "his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, against  all  and  every  person  or  persons  lawfully  claim- 
ing the  whole  or  any  part  thereof."  On  March  12,  1895, 
Debus  and  wife  deeded  the  lot  to  plaintiff  in  consideration 
of  $204  then  paid  them  and  the  assumption  by  him  of  the 
$400  principal  of  the  mortgage  and  $14  unpaid  interest. 
The  deed  contains  full  covenants  of  warranty,  excepting  this 
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mortgage.  When  this  deed  was  delivered  Debus  delivered 
to  plaintiff  the  deed  he  had  received  from  defendants.  At 
the  time  of  the  sale  and  transfer  of  the  lot  from  defendants 
to  Debus  the  taxes  which  had  been  assessed  and  levied  for 
the  year  1893  remained  unpaid,  and  the  lot  wa3  sold  for  this 
unpaid  tax  May  16,  1894,  to  one  Simon  Heller,  who  received 
the  tax-sale  certificate,  and  on  October  20,  1897,  received  a 
tax  deed  of  this  lot  from  Milwaukee  county,  on  this  certificate, 
which  then  stood  unredeemed.  The  deed  was  recorded  in  the 
raster  of  deeds^  office  for  Milwaukee  county  on  October  21, 
1897.  Plaintiff  was  first  notified  of  this  outstanding  tax- 
sale  lien  and  deed  in  July,  1903,  and  he  injmediately  there- 
after notified  defendants  thereof  and  demanded  that  they  pro- 
cure the  tax  title  for  hjm.  This  they  refused  to  do.  The 
lot  was  unoccupied  at  the  time  of  the  levy  and  sale  for  taxes 
and  when  the  deed  issued,  and  it  remained  unoccupied  until 
the  year  1903,  when  Simon  Heller  went  into  actual  posses- 
sion by  cultivating  and  raising  a  crop  of  grain  on  it.  On 
October  5,  1903,  Heller  conveyed  his  title  and  interest  in 
the  lot  to  one  Darwin  W.  Smith  by  special  warranty  deed. 
On  October  8,  1903,  Smith  brought  an  action  in  Milwaukee 
county  circuit  court  against  plaintiff  to  quiet  title  to  the  lot, 
and  on  October  10,  1903,  plaintiff  served  a  copy  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  in  the  action  on  defendants,  with  a  notice 
of  facts  on  which  the  action  was  based,  and  that  he  would 
look  to  defendants  to  make  good  their  covenants  in  their  deed 
to  Debus.  He  therein  tendered  defendants  the  defense  of  the 
action  brought  by  Smith.  The  defendants  refused  and  neg- 
lected to  defend  this  action.  On  October  30,  1903,  the  court 
awarded  judgment  that  Smith  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the 
lot,  and  quieted  title  to  it  as  against  plaintiff.  Smith  has 
held  possession  under  the  deed  and  judgment  The  plaintiff 
was  dispossessed  by  Heller  at  the  time  he  recorded  his  deed. 
The  court  found  that  plaintiff  had  paid  $204  at  the  time 
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Debus  delivered  the  deed  of  the  lot  to  him,  and  that  he  there- 
after paid  the  mortgage  of  $400,  principal,  and  $14  interest, 
making  a  total  of  $618,  the  amount  of  his  damages  caused  by 
defendants'  breach  of  the  covenant  of  their  deed  of  quiet  and 
peaceable  possession  of  the  lot  Mary  E.  Cappon  was  the 
wife  of  Jesse  Cappon  when  they  gave  their  deed  to  Debus,  and 
she  signed  the  deed  only  to  bar  her  right  of  dower  in  the  lot. 
Smith  bought  the  lot  at  the  request  of  Charles  T.  Hickox, 
who  was  then  plaintiffs  attorney.  The  plaintiff  refused  to 
purchase  from  Simon  Heller  or  have  anything  to  do  with  such 
transfer  by  Heller  to  Smith.  He  had  no  interest  in  the  trans- 
fer, and  is  in  no  way  interested  in  or  benefited  by  it.  On 
May  25,  1898,  Milwaukee  county  gave  a  tax  deed  to  Simon 
Heller  of  this  lot  on  a  tax-sale  certificate  for  the  taxes  of 
1894,  which  deed  was  recorded  in  the  proper  ofiice  in  Mil- 
waukee county  on  the  same  day. 

Upon  these  facts  the  court  held  that  plaintiff  was  evicted 
from  the  lot ;  that  such  eviction  was  a  breach  of  the  covenants 
of  defendants'  warranty  deed  to  Debus ;  that  these  covenants 
were  transferred  to  plaintiff  by  the  deed  from  Debus  and 
vested  him  with  the  right  of  action  growing  out  of  the  breach ; 
that  they  were  broken  by  plaintiff's  eviction  from  the  lot  by 
Heller  when  he  recorded  his  first  tax  deed ;  that  Smith  is  now 
the  successor  in  title  and  ownership  of  the  interest  acquired 
by  Heller;  that  plaintiff  has  been,  and  is  now,  evicted  from 
the  lot  and  has  suffered  the  damages  claimed  by  him,  namely, 
the  sum  of  $618,  the  amount  he  paid  as  purchase  price  for 
the  premises ;  and  that  the  purchase  by  Smith  was  not  by  or 
for  the  benefit  of  plaintiff.  Judgment  was  awarded  that 
plaintiff  recover  from  defendant  Jesse  Cappon  the  sum  of 
$618,  the  purchase  price  paid  for  the  lot,  with  interest  there- 
on from  October  21,  1897.  Defendant  appeals  from  this 
judgment. 

Charles  J.  Weaver,  for  the  appellant. 

Charles  T,  Hichox,  for  the  respondent. 
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SiEBECKER,  J.  The  finding  of  the  court  that  plaintiff  was 
evicted  by  the  conveyance  to  Heller  under  the  tax  deed  from 
the  county  for  the  delinquent  tax  of  1893  is  assailed  by  ap- 
pellant upon  the  ground  that  the  title  thus  acquired  by  Hel- 
ler was  extinguished  by  the  taking  of  a  subsequent  tax  deed 
based  upon  the  tax  sale  for  the  unpaid  taxes  of  1894.  There 
is  no  dispute  that  Heller  obtained  two  tax  deeds  upon  the  lot, 
the  first  in  October,  1897,  based  on  the  delinquent  tax  of 
1893,  and  the  second  in  May,  1898^  based  on  the  delinquent 
tax  of  1894.  The  claim  is  that,  since  the  second  deed  was 
based  on  a  tax  levied  subsequent  to  the  one  of  the  first  tax 
deed,  this  second  tax  deed  cuts  off  all  title  and  interest  con- 
veyed by  the  first  tax  deed.  Such  would  unquestionably  have 
been  the  result  if  the  second  conveyance  had  been  to  another 
person  than  the  grantee  under*  the  first  tax  deed.  No  satis- 
factory reasons  are  presented  showing  why  such  a  consequence 
should  follow  where  the  same  person  takes  the  two  convey- 
ances. If  conveyances  are  made  to  different  persons  under 
such  circumstances,  it  is  obvious  that  the  failure  of  the  gran- 
tee in  the  prior  tax  deed  to  pay  subsequent  taxes  must  result, 
in  legal  effect,  the  same,  as  regards  the  state's  enforcement  of 
its  lien  against  the  land  by  sale  and  forfeiture  of  title,  as  de- 
fault by  the  original  owner  to  discharge  this  lien  against  the 
land.  No  such  consequences  are  necessarily  involved  when 
the  tax-title  grantee  secures  a  second  tax  deed  on  a  tax  cer- 
tificate issued  prior  to  his  first  deed.  Under  such  circum- 
stances the  state,  having  received  payment  in  full  of  its  tax, 
may  convey  the  title  arising  out  of  such  sale,  the  grantees 
being  the  same  person.  The  title  thus  conveyed  raises  no 
conflict  of  adverse  interest  or  ownership,  and  no  revocation  or 
foreclosure  of  the  interest  vested  under  the  prior  deeds  need 
be  effected  to  grant  a  clear  title  by  the  separate  deeds.  Under 
such  circumstances  there  is  no  obstacle  in  the  law  to  letting 
the  title  and  interest  covered  by  each  deed  stand  as  the  foun- 
dation of  a  grant,  unaffected  by  subsequent  conveyances,  and 
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to  treating  them  as  separate  conveyances  and  to  allowing  any 
subsequent  one  to  aid  whatever  infirmity  may  exist  in  a  prior 
one.  This  view  was  adopted  in  the  case  of  Lyhrand  v.  Haney, 
31  Wis.  230,  where  the  tax-deed  grantee  took  deeds  on  sales 
for  taxes  which  were  subsequent  to  the  one  on  which  the  first 
issued  but  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  first  deed.  The  court 
there  said :  "Hence  the  taking  of  the  tax  deeds  upon  the  cer- 
tificates issued  on  the  sales  for  nonpayment  of  the  taxes  for 
the  last-mentioned  years,  instead  of  paying  such  taxes,  was 
no  violation  of  any  duty  or  obligation.  Under  these  circum- 
stances we  see  no  good  reason  why  the  plaintiff  could  not 
strengthen  his  title  by  taking  such  deeds,  or  why  he  may  not 
maintain  this  action  upon  them,  notwithstanding  he  may 
have  a  good  title  without  them  by  virtue  of  the  deeds"  there- 
tofore issued.  This  meets  appellant's  contention  that  no 
rights  could  be  claimed  under  the  first  tax  deed  to  Heller. 
We  must  hold  that  this  first  tax  deed  remains  a  valid  con- 
veyance of  the  title  and  that  Heller  conveyed  such  title  to 
his  grantee.  Smith. 

It  is  contended  that  the  purchase  by  Smith  was  for  the 
plaintiff's  benefit  and  that  he  is,  in  fact,  the  purchaser  under 
such  conveyance.  The  court  foimd  that  plaintiff  refused  to 
purchase  Heller's  interest  or  to  become  interested  in  that 
transaction  in  any  respect  after  notice  that  his  attorney  had 
furnished  Smith  the  money  to  •purchase  the  lot,  and  that  he 
in  no  way  acquired  any  legal  or  equitable  rights  to  the  prem- 
ises by  virtue  of  that  transfer.  The  evidence  on  this  subject 
is  not  in  conflict,  and  nothing  appears  to  impeach  the  plaint- 
iff's claim  that  he  absolutely  refused  to  purchase  the  out- 
standing tax  title  or  to  become  a  participant  in  the  purchase 
by  Smith  for  his  attorney.  No  way  is  suggested  and  none  is 
perceived  of  compelling  him  to  take  the  Smith  title  and  pay 
the  consideration  actually  received  by  Heller.  The  evidence 
fails  to  show  that  plaintiff  colluded  with  his  attorney  to  make 
this  purchase  for  his  benefit  or  interest.    This  state  of  facts 
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is  conclusive  and  necessarily  refutes  appellant's  claim  that 
plaintiff  is  the  beneficiary  in  fact  under  this  sale.  Another 
answer  to  this  contention  may  be  found  in  the  conclusiveness 
of  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  Smith  against  plaintiff,  which 
adjudges  the  title  to  the  lot  to  be  in  Smith,  after  plaintiff  had 
notified  defendants  of  the  object  of  this  action,  had  served 
them  with  copies  of  the  summons  and  complaint,  and  had 
tendered  them  the  defense  in  the  action. 

We  must  hold  that  the  court's  findings  on  this  issue  are 
sustained  by  the  evidence  and  that  the  title  and  possession 
vested  in  Heller  and  his  grantee,  Smith,  and  that  plaintiff's 
complaint  of  an  eviction  is  established.  The  warranty  of 
peaceable  and  undisturbed  possession,  as  stated  in  the  opinion 
on  the  former  appeal,  "is,  of  course,  breached  by  an  eviction 
which  deprives  the  grantee  of  the  possession  so  warranted, 
and  gives  him  the  right  of  substantial  recovery  limited  to  the 
original  purchase  price  of  the  land." 

The  court  awarded  damages  in  the  sum  of  $618,  the 
amount  plaintiff  alleges  he  paid  to  Debus  for  the  land.  Ap- 
pellant claims  that  this  is  excessive,  and  that  the  item  of 
$414,  paid  on  the  mortgage,  was  improperly  allowed.  The 
damages  allowed  were  made  up  of  $204,  the  sum  paid  by 
plaintiff  to  Debus  in  money,  and  the  sum  of  $414,  the  amount 
of  the  mortgage  on  the  land  when  so  transferred  and  which 
plaintiff  assumed  to  pay  as  part  of  the  consideration.  The 
defendants  admit  the  payment  to  Debus  of  $204  in  money, 
and  all^e  that  the  plaintiff  paid  the  mortgage  indebtedness^ 
took  an  assignment  of  the  same,  and  that  such  assignment 
and  payment  "constituted  a  payment  of  said  note  and  mort- 
gage which  said  plaintiff  had  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay.'^ 
These  admissions  are  quite  clearly  to  the  effect  that  there 
was  no  issue  taken  with  the  plaintiff  upon  the  allegation  that 
he  actually  paid  the  sum  of  $618  as  the  consideration  for 
the  lot,  and  that  he  assumed  the  mortgage  under  the  deed 
from  Debus  and  wife  and  had  paid  it  before  the  action  was 
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•commenced.  The  record,  however,  discloses  that  this  deed 
was  introduced  in  evidence  and  submitted  to  the  trial  court, 
and  the  court  found  upon  this  question  that  plaintiff  by  such 
conveyance  assimied  payment  of  this  mortgage  as  part  of  the 
<x>nsideration  for  the  sale  and  transfer  thereof.  The  bill  of 
exceptions  does  not  contain  this  deed;  reference  is,  however, 
made  to  it  Under  these  circumstances  it  must  be  presumed 
that  it  contained  an  agreement  of  the  parties  showing  that 
plaintiff  assumed  payment  of  this  mortgage  as  part  of  the 
consideration.  Post  v.  Roberts,  127  Wis.  605,  106  N.  W. 
1099.  This  in  itself  is  suflScient  to  sustain  the  court  in  its 
conclusion  that  plaintiff  paid  $618  as  the  purchase  price  of 
the  land  and  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  paid  the  mortgage 
50  assumed  by  him.  The  amount  so  paid  was  a  part  of  the 
damages  in  the  case,  and  judgment  was  properly  awarded 
for  the  recovery  of  the  simi  of  $618  and  interest 
By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


ScHNEiDEB,  Respondent,  vs.  Estate  op  Beeiee,  Appellant 

September  11 — October  9,  1906, 

Married  women:  Liability  of  separate  estate  for  funeral  expenses: 
Statutes  construed, 

1.  Under  sees.  3822,  3852,  Stats.  1898,  the  estate  of  a  married  woman 

who  dies  leaving  separate  property  is  primarily  liable  for  her 
funeral  expenses;  and  the  claim  therefor  may  be  enforced 
against  such  estate  without  regard  to  any  liability  of  the  hus- 
band. 

2.  Sees.  2341,  2342,  Stats.  1898  (providing  that  the  property  of  a  fe- 

male shall  not  be  liable  for  her  husband's  debts),  refer  to 
debts  which  are  exclusively  debts  of  the  husband,  and  not  to 
such  as  are  primarily  a  charge  against  the  separate  estate  of 
the  wife. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Wabeen  D.  Taeeant,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 
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Anna  Selma  Breier  died  intestate,  leaving  a  separate  es- 
tate, and  was  survived  by  her  husband,  John  Breier,  who 
lived  with  her  as  such  up  to  the  time  of  her  death.  August 
F.  Schneider,  plaintiff,  an  undertaker,  at  the  request  of  the 
.  surviving  husband,  prepared  and  buried  said  deceased,  and 
furnished  all  necessary  work,  labor,  materials,  and  services, 
amounting  to  $145.76,  which  claim  w^s  duly  filed  against 
the  estate  and  allowed  by  the  court.  An  appeal  was  taken  to 
the  circuit  court,  and  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  af- 
firmed, from  which  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken. 

For  the  appellant  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
C.  8.  Matteson,  To  the  point  that  a  husband  is  liable  for  the 
expenses  of  his  wife's  funeral,  he  cited  Sears  v.  Giddey,  41 
Mich.  590 ;  Otunn  v.  SarmieVs  Adm'r,  33  Ala.  201 ;  Smyley 
V.  Reese,  53  Ala.  89;  Jenkins  v.  Tucker,  1  H.  Bl.  90;  Am- 
brose V.  Kerrison,  10  C.  B.  776;  Bradshaw  v.  Beard,  12  C. 
B.  N.  s.  344;  Bertie  v.  Lord  Chesterfield,  9  Mod.  31;  Meth. 
E.  Church  V.  JaqiLCS,  1  Johns.  Ch.  450. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Froede  &  Boden- 
stab,  and  oral  argument  by  H.  H.  Bodenstab. 

Kebwin,  J.  The  question  involved  upon  this  appeal  is 
whether  the  estate  of  a  married  woman  who  dies  leaving  sep- 
arate property  is  liable  for  funeral  expenses.  It  seems  to  be 
well  settled  that  estates  of  deceased  persons  are  liable  for 
funeral  expenses  such  as  are  usually  adopted  for  persons  of 
like  rank  and  condition  in  society  (2  Woemer,  Adm'n, 
§§  357,  369;  Schouler,  Ex'rs,  3d  ed.  §  421);  and  this 
rule  applies  to  married  women  leaving  separate  estates  to  be 
administered.  Morrissey  v.  Mvlhem,  168  Mass.  412,  47 
K  E.  407;  McCue  v.  Oarvey,  14  Hun,  562;  McClellan  v. 
Filson,  44  Ohio  St  184,  6  N.  E.  861;  Constantinides  v. 
Waish,  146  Mass.  281,  15  N.  E.  631.  The  Uability  of  the 
estates  in  such  cases  does  not  rest  upon  contract  relation, 
but  upon  a  charge  which  the  law  imposes  upon  the  estate. 
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Schouler,  Ex'rs  (3d  ed.)  §  421;  McClellan  v.  Filson,  supra. 
Sec.  3822,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that  "the  personal  estate 
of  the  deceased  which  shall  come  into  the  hands  of  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  shall  be  first  chargeable  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  and  expenses;  ..."  Sec  3852,  Stats. 
1898,  provides: 

"If,  after  the  amount  of  the  claims  against  any  estate  shall 
have  been  ascertained  by  the  court,  it  shall  appear  that  the 
executor  or  administrator  has  in  his  possession  sufficient  to 
pay  aU  the  debts  he  shall  the  pay  the  same  in  fuU  within  the 
time  limited  for  that  purpose.  If  the  assets  received  by  the 
executor  or  administrator,  and  which  can  be  appropriated  ta 
the  payment  of  debts,  shall  not  be  sufficient  he  shall,  after 
paying  necessary  expenses  of  administration,  pay  the  debts 
against  the  estate  in  the  following  order:  (1)  The  necessary 
funeral  expenses ;  .  .  ." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  statutes  respecting  the  pay- 
ment of  fimeral  expenses  apply  to  all  estates  without  excep- 
tion. There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  was  to  include  estates  of  married  women  leav- 
ing separate  property  which  passed  into  the  hands  of  their 
personal  representatives  for  administration  and  distribution. 
It  is  also  very  clear  from  these  statutes  that  funeral  expenses 
are  treated  as  a  debt  of  the  estate,  and  apply  alike  to  all  es- 
tates being  administered.  This  is  the  construction  given  to- 
statutes  similar  to  our  own  in  other  states.  McClellan  v.  Fil- 
son, supra;  Constantinides  v,  ^Yalsh,  supra. 

The  main  contention,  howev^er,  on  the  part  of  counsel  for 
appellant  is  that  the  husband  is  liable  for  the  funeral  ex- 
penses of  his  deceased  wife,  and  that  in  the  case  before  us 
he  ordered  them  and  became  primarily  liable  therefor,  and 
hence  the  action  cannot  be  maintained  against  the  estate  of 
the  wife.  It  appears  that  the  husband  ordered  the  material 
and  labor  to  be  furnished  and  performed,  but  the  court  found 
that  the  work,  material,  and  labor  famished  and  services  ren- 
dered were  not  given  upon  the  credit  of  the  husband,  but 
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solely  upon  the  credit  of  the  estate.  The  question  of  whether 
the  hushand  would  be  liable  in  a  proper  case  is  not  before  us 
and  is  unnecessary  to  consider  here.  The  case  turns  upon  the 
proposition  of  law  as  to  whether  or  not  the  estate  is  primarily 
liable,  and  we  think  it  dear  under  the  statutes  of  this  state 
and  the  decisions  in  others  under  substantially  similar  stat- 
utes that  the  estate  is  primarily  liable,  and  that  the  claim  for 
funeijal  expenses  may  be  enforced  against  it  without  regard 
to  the  liability  of  the  husband.  Schouler,  Husb.  &  W.  §  413 ; 
McClellan  v.  Filson,  supra;  Constantinides  v.  Walsh,  supra; 
McGue  V.  Oarvey,  14  Hun,  562. 

It  is  argued  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  it  was  the  un- 
doubted intention  of  the  legislature  in  the  passage  of  the  laws 
respecting  married  women  to  wholly  exempt  their  property 
and  estates  from  the  operation  of  sec  3852,  Stats.  1898.  We 
do  not  so  understand  it,  but,  on  the  contrary,  think  sec  3852 
was  clearly  intended  to  apply  to  all  estates,  and  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  statutes  relating  to  married  women  inconsist- 
ent therewith.  Morever,  the  general  current  of  authority  is 
to  the  eflfect  that  estates  of  all  persons  are  made  primarily 
liable  for  funeral  expenses.  The  statutes  cited  by  counsel, 
sees.  2341  and  2342,  manifestly  refer  to  debts  which  are  ex- 
clusively those  of  the  husband,  and  not  such  as  are  primarily 
a  charge  against  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife.  The  charge 
for  funeral  expenses  against  the  estate  of  a  married  woman 
where  she  leaves  separate  property  is  primarily  a  charge 
againjst  her  estate. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  right, 
and  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
Vol.  129—29 
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Payne,  Respondent,  vs.  Patnb  and  wife,  Appellants. 

•     September  12^— November  7, 1906. 

<fantract  for  support:  Enforcing  contribution:  Necessary  parties: 
Plea  in  abatement:  Contract  construed:  Married  women:  Con- 
tract benefiting  separate  estate:  Evidence:  Competency:  Bus- 
l>and  and  wife:  Agency  of  wife:  Special  verdict:  Form  of  ques- 
tions: Court  and  jury, 

1.  Where  several  persons  contracted  to  support  a  woman  during  her 

life,  each  being  bound  In  the  same  degree,  and  one  of  them  dis- 
charged the  obligation  alone,  he  Is  entitled  to  contribution  and 
may  enforce  It  In  a  legal  action. 

2.  The  plaintiff  In  such  a  case  may  enforce  his  claim  for  contribu- 

tion against  any  one  or  more  of  the  persons  liable  to  him  for 
their  proportionate  shares,  and  the  other  persons  so  liable  are 
not  necessary  parties  to  the  action. 

3.  Where  In  such  a  case  defendants  In  the  action  for  contribution 

had  given  a  mortgage  of  land  to  secure  performance  of  the  con- 
tract for  support,  a  third  person  who  had  afterwards  purchased 
the  land  and  assumed  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  Is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  action,  there  being  nothing  to  show  that  he 
assumed  the  personal  liability  of  his  grantors  to  contribution. 

4.  Allegations  of  an  answer  that  certain  third  persons  are  neces- 

sary parties  are,  under  sec.  2667,  Stats.  1898,  to  be  deemed  con- 
troverted by  the  plalntlfiC,  and  the  Issue  thereon  may  be  tried 
with  the  general  Issues,  in  the  court's  discretion,  under  Circuit 
Ck)urt  Rule  XIV. 
6.  A  contract  executed  by  two  husbands  and  their  wives  for  the 
support  of  the  wives'  mother,  providing  that  she  should  have 
the  privilege  of  living  with  either  family  as  she  should  elect 
and  for  such  time  as  she  desired.  Is  construed  as  binding  all  the 
parties  to  furnish  the  support  wherever  the  mother  might  choose 
to  reside,  and  not  as  putting  the  whole  burden  upon  those  with 
whom  she  did  reside. 

6.  A  contract  by  a  married  daughter  having  separate  estate  and  by 

others  for  the  support  of  her  mother  during  life,  which  pro- 
tected such  daughter  from  liability  under  the  statute  to  fur- 
nish such  support  In  case  her  mother  should  become  unable  to 
support  herself,  operated  to  the  benefit  of  the  daughter's  sep- 
arate estate,  and  she  was  therefore  bound  thereby. 

7.  In  an  action  to  enforce  contribution  from  persons  who  had  con- 

tracted Jointly  with  plalntlfiC  to  support  a  certain  person,  evl- 
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dence  as  to  the  comparative  value  of  two  pieces  of  land  which 
had  been  conveyed  to  plaintiff  and  one  of  the  defendants  re- 
spectively in  consideration  of  their  Joining  in  the  contract*  as 
to  the  health  of  the  person  supported  while  she  lived  with 
plaintiff,  as  to  the  value  of  the  support  which  he  furnished  her, 
and  as  to  her  fear  of  one  of  the  defendants,  is  held  to  have  been 
material  and  competent 

8.  The  fact  that  plaintiff's  wife,  in  the  usual  course  of  the  manage- 

ment of  the  household  affairs,  attended  to  the  details  of  procur- 
ing provisions,  etc.,  and  performed  the  labor  incident  to  fur- 
nishing support  for  a  person  in  their  house,  did  not  show  that 
she  was  the  agent  of  her  husband  in  the  matter  of  such  sup- 
port so  as  to  make  her  a  competent  witness  for  the  defense  in 
an  action  by  the  husband  to  enforce  contribution  from  other 
persons  jointly  bound  with  him  to  furnish  such  support 

9.  A  question  for  special  verdict,  asking  what  was  the  real  value  of 

support  furnished  to  a  person  over  and  above  the  value  of  her 
services  in  the  household,  covered  but  one  issuable  fact  and 
was  not  objectionable. 
10.  The  terms  of  a  contract  for  support  not  being  in  dispute,  its  con- 
struction was  for  the  court,  not  for  the  jury. 

Appkat.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Colum- 
bia county :  Chestee  A.  Fowleb,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Plaintiff  brings  this  action  to  enforce  contribution  against 
the  defendants  for  their  failure  to  perform  the  obligations  of 
a  contract,  made  by  himself  and  wife  and  the  defendants, 
for  the  support  of  Bridget  Cuddy,  who  is  the  mother  of  his 
wife  and  the  defendant  Catherine  Payne.  He  alleges  that 
by  reason  of  the  defendants'  failure  to  perform  their  part  of 
this  contract  he  was  compelled  to  support  Mrs.  Cuddy  and 
to  incur  expenses  in  excess  of  his  proportion  under  it,  and  he 
therefore  demands  contribution  from  the  defendants  of  their 
proportionate  shares  of  the  expenses  he  has  so  incurred.  It 
appears  that  Bridget  Cuddy,  her  two  daughters,  Mary  Payne 
and  the  defendant  Catherine  Payne,  and  W.  T.  Cuddy,  her 
son,  had  the  title  to  and  interest  in  lands  left  them  by  their 
deceased  husband  and  father,  and  that  the  daughters  and  their 
husbands,  Oeorge  and  Albert  Payne,  entered  into  a  written 
contract  with  Bridget  Cuddy,  the  mother,  in  1884,  for  her 
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support  and  care  for  the  remainder  of  her  life.  In  consid- 
eration of  their  entering  into  this  agreement  and  the  payment 
of  $400  each  by  Oeorge  and  Albert  Payne,  Bridget  Cuddy, 
Catherine  Payne,  and  W.  T.  Cuddy  conveyed  their  interest 
in  sixty-four  acres  of  this  land  to  the  plaintiff;  and  Bridget 
Cuddy,  Mary  Payne  (plaintiff's  wife),  and  W.  T.  Cuddy 
conveyed  their  interest  in  a  remaining  forty  acres  to  the  de- 
fendant Albert  Payne.  To  secure  the  performance  of  the 
agreement  for  Bridget  Cuddy's  support,  Mary  and  Catherine 
Payne  made  and  executed  a  mortgage  on  lands  owned  by 
them  separately,  which  mortgage  was  also  signed  by  their  hus- 
bands. The  agreement  for  the  support  of  Bridget  Cuddy 
was  to  the  effect  that  her  support  and  care  and  the  expense 
of  her  burial  shoidd  be  furnished  by  the  parties  to  this  con- 
tract, namely,  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  and  the  defendants. 
Bridget  Cuddy  had  the  right  and  privilege  of  living  with 
plaintiff's  or  defendants'  family  as  she  should  elect  and  for 
such  time  as  she  desired.  She  lived  with  the  plaintiff  or  the 
defendants  from  the  time  this  agreement  was  made  until  her 
death  in  May,  1903.  Plaintiff  alleges  that  for  more  than  the 
six  years  immediately  preceding  the  commencement  of  this 
action  defendants  wholly  failed  and  neglected  to  perform  any 
part  of  their  obligations  under  this  agreement,  ^nd  that  he 
was  compelled  to  furnish  all  the  care  and  support  of  Bridget 
Cuddy,  and  he  therefore  demands  contribution  from  the  de- 
fendants for  their  proportionate  share  of  the  expenses  so  in- 
curred by  him. 

The  defendants  allege  full  performance  of  the  contract  on 
their  part.  They  also  allege  that  Mary  Payne,  plaintiff's 
wife,  is  a  necessary  party  to  this  action,  and  that  since  the 
lands  covered  by  the  mortgage  given  by  Mary  and  Catherine, 
the  daughters  of  Mrs.  Cuddy,  have  been  sold  and  conveyed  to 
W.  T.  Cuddy,  he  has  asstmied  the  lien  created  by  the  mort- 
gage and  should  be  made  a  party  to  the  action.  Neither  Mary 
Payne  nor  W,  T.  Cuddy  was  made  a  party  to  the  action. 
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The  case  was  tried  before  the  court  and  a  jury  upon  the 
issues  so  raised  by  the  pleadings.  The  jury  returned  the  fol- 
lowing special  verdict: 

"1.  What  is  the  reasonable  value,  over  and  above  the  rea- 
sonable value  of  her  services  in  the  household  and  family  of 
the  plaintiff,  if  anything,  of  the  support  and  care  furnished 
to  Bridget  Cuddy  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  from  January 
7,  1899,  to  her  death  on  May  18,  1903  ?  A.  $672.  2.  What 
is  the  reasonable  value  of  the  support  and  care  furnished  by 
the  defendant  Albert  Payne  and  his  wife  during  the  period 
fixed  by  the  first  question  ?  A.  $5.  3.  What  is  the  reason- 
able value,  over  and  above  the  reasonable  value  of  her  serv- 
ices in  the  family  and  household  of  the  plaintiff,  if  anything, 
of  the  support  and  care  furnished  to  Bridget  Cuddy  by  the 
plaintiff  and  his  wife  from  October,  1888,  to  January  7, 
1899?  A.  Nothing.  4.  What  is  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  support  and  care  furnished  to  Bridget  Cuddy  by  Albert 
Payne  and  his  wife  during  the  period  fixed  by  the  third  ques- 
tion?   A.  $70." 

The  court  deducted  $75  as  the  total  value  of  the  support 
and  care  furnished  by  defendants  to  Bridget  Cuddy  during 
the  period  of  the  contract  from  the  total  amount  furnished 
by  the  plaintiff  within  the  six  years  immediately  preceding 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  awarded  judgment  in 
plaintiff^s  favor  for  one  half  of  the  balance,  as  the  amount  to 
be  contributed  by  the  two  defendants  for  the  support  and  care 
of  Mrs.  Cuddy  under  the  contract.  This  is  an  appeal  from 
such  judgment 

Daniel  H.  Orady,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  H.  Rogers,  for  the  respondent. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  October  9,  1906 : 

SiEBECKEE,  J.  Plaintiff  rests  his  right  to  recovery  upon 
an  implied  obligation  flowing  from  the  contract  for  Mrst 
Cuddy^s  support  and  care,  under  which  the  plaintiff  and  each 
one  of  the  other  parties  was  bound  in  the  same  degree  to  dis- 
charge the  common  burden.    He  avers  that  for  more  than  six 
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years  before  the  conunencement  of  this  action  he  in  fact  dis- 
charged this  obligation  alone,  and  he  demands  that  the  de- 
fendants contribute  their  shares  by  reimbursing  him  for  the 
excess  he  has  paid  on  account  of  their  failure  to  perform  their 
part  of  the  common  obligation.  The  right  to  contribution 
under  similar  circumstances  is  well  established  and  its  en- 
forcement in  legal  actions  has  been  sustained  in  the  decisions 
of  this  court  Bushnell  v.  Bushnell,  77  Wis.  435,  46  N.  W. 
442 ;  Mason  v.  Pierron,  63  Wis.  239,  23  N.  W.  119 ;  Faurot 
V.  Gates,  86  Wis.  569,  57  N.  W.  294.  See,  also,  the  follow- 
ing cases  in  other  jurisdictions :  Jacobsmeyer  v.  Jacohsmeyer, 
88  Mo.  App.  102;  Odiome  v.  Movlton,  64  N.  H.  211,  9  Atl. 
625;  Fletcher  v.  Orover,  11  N.  H.  368;  Power  v.  Bees,  189 
Pa.  St.  496,  42  Atl.  26. 

The  defendants  insist  that  since  plaiutiff's  wife  is* a  party 
to  the  contract  the  court  erred  in  denying  their  request  to 
make  her  a  party  to  this  action.  From  the  foregoing  state- 
ment it  clearly  follows  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  enforce  his 
alleged  claim  for  contribution,  and  that  he  may  do  this  by 
proceeding  against  any  one  or  more  of  the  persons  liable  to 
him  for  their  proportionate  share  without  proceeding  against 
all  persons  so  liable  to  him.  It  is  apparent  that  plaintiff's 
wife,  as  one  of  the  parties  equally  bound  on  the  face  of  the 
agreement  by  the  common  burden,  was  not  a  necessary  party 
to  the  action  against  the  defendants  to  recover  from  them 
their  proportionate  shares  of  the  amount  due  plaintiff  imder 
the  contract  The  claim  that  W.  T.  Cuddy  should  have  been 
made  a  defendant  in  this  action,  upon  the  ground  that  he  had 
assumed  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  given  by  Mary  and  Cath- 
erine Payne  on  their  separate  real  estate,  which  he  thereafter 
purchased,  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  contract,  is  not 
well  founded.  This  is  not  an  action  to  enforce  the  mortgage 
security  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Cuddy,  but  one  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  personal  liability  of  the  parties  to  contribute  their  pro- 
portionate shares  of  the  contract  obligation.     There  is  noth- 
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ing  to  show  that  W.  T.  Cuddy  assumed  this  personal  liability 
of  the  defendants. 

Defendants  requested  that  plaintiffs  wife  and  W.  T.  Cuddy 
be  made  parties  to  the  action,  upon  the  ground  that  they  are 
proper  and  necessary  parties  to  a  final  determination  of  the 
questions  presented  under  the  allegations  of  the  answer.  It 
is  contended  that  the  all^ations  of  the  answer  showing  that 
they  are  necessary  parties  to  the  action  constitute  pleas  in 
abatement,  and  that,  since  plaintiff  failed  to  reply  to  them, 
they  stand  admitted,  and  therefore  defendants'  request  that 
they  be  made  parties  should  have  been  granted.  The  court 
refused  the  request,  and  treated  these  allegations  of  the  an- 
swer as  new  matter  at  issue  without  a  reply,  and  tried  the 
questions  raised  by  them  with  the  general  issues  in  the  case. 
Under  sec.  2667,  Stats.  1898,  any  allegation  of  new  matter, 
not  pleaded  as  a  counterclaim,  is  to  be  deemed  controverted 
by  the  adverse  party.  All  special  rules  governing  pleas  in 
abatement  and  bar  at  the  common  law  have  been  modified  by 
the  Code,  and  matters  pleaded,  whether  in  bar  or  in  abate- 
ment, are  to  be  alleged  in  one  answer  and  may  be  tried  to- 
gether in  the  court's  discretion,  under  the  Code  and  Circuit 
Court  Eule  XIV.  Roys  v.  Lvlh  9  Wis.  324;  Wood  v.  Lake, 
13  Wis.  84;  Canfield  v.  WateHovm  F.  Ins.  Co.  65  Wis.  419, 
13  N.  W.  252;  Freeman  v.  Carpenter,  17  Wis.  126;  Bliss, 
Cod^Pl.  §§  3-5;  Pomeroy,  Code  Eem.  §§  697,  698. 

It  is  urged  that  error  was  committed  because  the  court 
held  that  the  evidence  establishing  the  contract  was  not  dis- 
puted and  that  by  its  terms  plaintiff  and  his  wife  and  the  de- 
fendants became  jointly  and  severally  bounden  to  furnish 
support  and  care  to  Bridget  Cuddy  as  therein  stipulated,  and 
that  Bridget  Cuddy  had  the  right  to  live  at  the  home  of  either 
the  plaintiff  or  the  defendants  at  such  times  and  for  such  pe- 
riods as  she  might  desire.  It  is  obvious  that  this  contract  was 
entered  into  by  Mary  and  Catherine  Payne,  daughters  of 
Bridget  Cuddy,  in  order  to  assure  to  their  mother  support 


Digitized  by 


Google 


456  SUPEEME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Nov. 

Payne  v.  Payne,  129  Wis.  450. 

and  care  for  the  remainder  ol  her  life,  and  that  she  should 
have  the  privilege  of  living  at  their  respective  homes  if  she 
so  chose,  and  that  the  daughters,  in  consideration  of  such  sup- 
port and  care,  joined  in  a  conveyance  of  the  real  estate,  jointly 
owned  by  them,  their  mother,  and  brother,  to  their  respective 
husbands,  Oeorge  and  Albert  Payne,  who,  in  consideration 
of  the  transfer  of  this  real  estate  to  them,  joined  in  the  con- 
tract for  support  The  terms  of  the  agreement,  in  the  light 
of  these  facts  and  circumstances,  clearly  indicate  that  the  par- 
ties to  it  were  obligated  to  furnish  the  mother  the  care  and 
support  stipulated  wherever  she  might  choose  to  reside,  and 
that  it  was  not  contemplated  or  agreed  that  such  support  was 
to  be  furnished  solely  at  the  expense  of  the  party  with  whom 
she  resided.  To  construe  the  contract  as  appellant  contends 
would  give  its  terms  a  special  and  strained  significance  which 
they  do  not  naturally  import,  and  would  conflict  with  the  ap- 
parent intentions  of  the  parties. 

It  is  urged  that  the  defendant  Catherine  Payne  could  not 
bind  herself  at  law  as  a  party  to  this  agreement,  since  it  in 
no  way  affected  her  separate  property  or  business.  The  con- 
tract made  provision  for  the  mother's  support  and  care  for 
life.  It  seems  she  contributed  to  this  object  to  the  extent  of 
transferring  her  interest  in  the  lands  conveyed  to  Oeorgb  and 
Albert  Payne.  Yet  the  parties  evidently  did  not  consider 
this  a  suflScient  consideration  to  compensate  for  the  under- 
taking, and  the  daughters  obligated  themselves  to  share  this 
burden  with  their  husbands  equally  by  joining  in  the  con- 
tract, and  they  secured  its  performance  by  pledging  their 
separate  estates  under  a  mortgage.  The  fact  that  Bridget 
Cuddy  was  provided  support  and  care  for  life  by  this  trans- 
action, which  protected  her  daughters  from  liability  under 
the  statutes  for  furnishing  her  support  in  case  she  should  be- 
come unable  to  maintain  herself,  furnishes  good  grounds  for 
the  taking  of  such  steps  as  they  might  deem  proper  to  protect 
themselves  and  their  separate  estates  from  such  liability. 
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Her  support  and  care  under  this  contract  therefore  operated 
to  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  her  daughters'  separate  es- 
tates, and  thus  enabled  them  to  make  a  contract  in  respect 
thereto,  and  brings  the  transaction  within  the  class  covered 
by  the  statute  removing  the  common-law  disabilities  of  mar- 
ried women  to  make  binding  contracts.  Eriz  v.  Peege,  119 
Wis.  105,  95  K  W.  108 ;  Citizens'  L.  &  T.  Co,  v.  Witte,  116 
Wis.  60,  92  K  W.  443;  Mueller  v.  Wiese,  95  Wis.  381,  70 
N.  W.  485;  Stack  v.  Padden,  111  Wis.  42,  86  K  W.  568. 

A  nimiber  of  exceptions  to  the  reception  of  testimony  are 
urged  upon  our  attention.  Plaintiff  testified  to  the  respective 
values  of  the  two  pieces  of  land  conveyed  to  him  and  the  de- 
fendant in  consideration  of  their  assuming  to  aid  in  the  sup- 
port and  care  of  Bridget  Cuddy;  as  to  her  condition  of  health 
while  she  resided  at  his  house,  and  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  support  which  he  furnished  her  during  the  period  for 
which  he  sued.  The  reception  of  this  evidence  as  well  as 
that  of  Gteorge  Payne,  Jr.,  concerning  Mrs.  Cuddy's  fear  of 
the  defendant,  is  urged  s\fi  prejudicial  because  the  witnesses 
had  no  knowledge  on  the  subject,  and  because  it  had  no  rele- 
vancy to  the  issues  tried.  An  examination  of  the  exceptions 
discloses  that  the  evidence  was  material  and  competent,  and 
that  the  witnesses  testified  from  personal  knowledge. 

Other  exceptions  were  urged  against  the  rejection  of  evi- 
dence offered  by  defendants  of  conversations  with  W.  T. 
Cuddy  as  to  his  assumption  of  the  mortgage  obligation  and 
of  proof  tending  to  show  ill  feeling  between  all  the  parties. 
The  record  shows  that  this  evidence  was  either  wholly  imma- 
terial or  so  slightly  related  to  the  issues  litigated  that  no 
prejudice  resulted  from  its  exclusion.  Defendants  called  the 
plaintiff's  wife  as  a  witness  in  the  case  upon  the  ground  that 
she  acted  as  his  agent  in  furnishing  the  support  and  care  to 
Mrs.  Cuddy  for  which  he  asked  to  be  compensated,  and  as 
therefore  competent  to  give  evidence  of  the  nature  and  kind 
of  support  and  care  he  furnished.     We  find  no  support  for 
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this  contention.  Plaintiffs  wife  undoubtedly  attended  to  the 
details  of  securing  the  provisions  and  other  necessaries  and 
performed  the  labor  incident  to  furnishing  the  support  and 
care  for  her  mother  in  plaintiffs  household;  this  was  done 
in  the  usual  course  in  the  management  of  the  household  af- 
fairs that  she  assumed  and  performed  as  plaintiffs  wife,  in 
keeping  house  for  him  and  his  family  in  the  customary 
way.  It  in  no  way  tends  to  show  that  the  relationship  of 
principal  and  agent  existed  as  to  these  matters  between  the 
husband  and  wife.  Defendants'  coimsel  asked  her  generally, 
while  testifying,  whether  her  husband,  the  plaintiff,  had  sent 
any  communication  to  the  defendants  or  either  of  them 
through  her.  The  court  ruled  that  no  basis  of  her  agency  was 
shown,  and  sustained  an  objection  to  the  question.  No  sug- 
gestion was  made  to  the  court  that  this  inquiry  pertained  to 
anything  pertinent  and  material  to  the  case,  nor  was  there  an 
offer  to  confine  it  to  a  competent  and  material  subject.  Hence 
the  ruling  must  be  sustained. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  first  question  of  the  special  verdict 
is  double,  in  that  it  covers  two  separate  issuable  facts,  and 
that  it  is  therefore  objectionable.  The  question  can  bear  no 
such  construction.  The  inquiry  covered  by  it  is  plain,  covers 
but  one  question,  and  admits  of  a  direct  answer  by  the  jury. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
include  in  the  special  verdict  two  questions  requested  by  the 
defendants,  whereby  the  jury  were  asked  to  find  whether 
Bridget  Cuddy  had  the  right  to  choose  whether  she  would  re- 
side with  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendants,  and  whether  the  de- 
fendants were  liable  under  the  contract  for  one  half  of  the 
value  of  her  support  and  care.  We  think  the  court  very  prop- 
erly refused  to  submit  these  two  questions.  As  above  stated, 
the  contract  was  not  in  dispute  under  the  evidence,  and  it 
devolved  upon  the  court,  under  the  imcontradicted  evidence 
on  the  subject,  to  construe  it. 

The  exceptions  argued  pertaining  to  the  direction  of  a  ver- 
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diet  for  the  plaintiff,  to  instmctions  given,  and  to  the  refusal 
to  change  the  answers  to  questions  of  the  special  verdict  are 
sufficiently  covered  by  the  foregoing  considerations.  We  find, 
under  the  evidence,  the  amount  of  damages  recovered  to  be 
reasonably  within  the  facts  of  the  controversy,  and  the  find- 
ing of  the  jury  and  the  action  of  the  court  in  refusing  to 
change  the  verdict  must  be  sustained.  No  question  was 
raised  as  to  the  right  to  take  judgment  against  the  defendants 
jointly  in  this  action,  and  therefore  this  question  is  not  prop- 
eAj  here  for  review.  The  record  shows  no  prejudicial  error. 
•  By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  November  7, 1906. 


The  State,  Respondent,  vs.  Schaeffee,  Appellant. 

October  9— November  7,  1906, 

Physicians  and  surgeons:  Annulment  of  license  or  certificate  for  fraud: 
Retroactive  statute:  Validity:  Limitation  of  actions:  Parties. 

1.  Ch.  422,  Laws  of  1905  (giving  circuit  courts  power  to  annul  any 

license  or  certificate  of  registration  issued  to  any  person  to 
practice  medicine  "who  Is  guilty  of  immoral  .  .  .  conduct  after 
the  passage  of  this  act  or  who  has  procured  such  license  or  certifi- 
cate ...  by  fraud  or  perjury,  or  where  the  same  was  obtained 
through  error"),  is  so  far  retroactive  as  to  authorize  annul- 
ment of  the  certificate  of  a  person  practicing  medicine  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  where  he  had  procured  such  certificate  by 
fraud  »r  perjury  or  through  error  before  such  passage. 

2.  Such  act,  so  construed,  is  not  an  ex  post  facto  law,  the  annulment 

of  the  certificate  not  being  in  the  nature  of  a  punishment  but 
Intended  only  for  the  protection  of  the  public  against  incompe- 
tency and  unfitness. 

3.  The  civil  action  in  the  name  of  the  state,  authorized  by  ch.  422, 

Laws*  of  1905,  to  annul  a  license  or  certificate  of  registration 
issued  to  a  person  to  practice  medicine,  is  not  an  action  to  en- 
force a  penalty  or  forfeiture;  and  the  time  for  the  commence- 
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ment  thereof  is  not  limited  by  sees.  4222,  4224,  4629,  or  4630, 
Stats.  1898. 
4.  The  fact  that  the  complaint  in  such  an  action  Is  signed  by  an  atr 
torney  for  the  Wisconsin  board  of  medical  examiners,  as  well 
as  by  the  district  attorney,  does  not  make  such  board  a  party 
plaintiff,  or  render  the  complaint  demurrable  on  the  ground  of 
defect  of  parties. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county:  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Action  under  ch.  422,  Laws  of  1905,  to  annul  a  certificate 
of  registration  issued  by  the  Wisconsin  board  of  medical  ex- 
aminers. The  action  is  brought  in  the  name  of  the  state  as 
plaintiff.  The  complaint  begins  as  follows :  "And  now  comes 
the  above-named  plaintiff  [state  of  Wisconsin]  by  Francis 
E.  McGovem,  district  attorney  for  Milwaukee  county,  and 
A.  C.  Umbreit,  attorney  for  the  Wisconsin  board  of  medical 
examiners,  and  complains  of  the  above-named  defendant'^ 
The  complaint  is  signed  by  "Francis  E.  McGovern,  District 
Attorney,"  and  by  "A.  C.  Umbreit,  Attorney  for  Wisconsin 
Board  of  Medical  Examiners." 

Defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint  on  the  grounds 
(1)  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action;  (2)  that  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  plaintiff  in 
that  the  Wisconsin  board  of  medical  examiners  should  not 
have  been  joined  as  plaintiffs;  (3)  that  the  action  is  barred 
by  limitation,  specifying  subd.  1,  4,  sec.  4224,  subd.  7,  sec. 
4222,  and  sees.  4629,  4630,  Stats.  1898.  The  trial  court 
overruled  the  demurrer,  and  defendant  appealed. 

John  Toohey,  for  the  appellant,  contended,  inter  alia,  that 
defendant  obtained  his  certificate  September  25,  1899,  under 
ch.  87,  Laws  of  1899.  The  only  punishment  inflicted  at  the 
time  for  an;jr  fraudulent  representation  was  that  prescribed 
in  sea  6  of  said  act,  viz.,  a  forfeiture  of  $50.  The  right  to 
enforce  such  penalty  was  limited  to  two  years  by  subd.  1, 
sec.  4224,  Stats.  1898.     See  sec.  4229.     The  only  power  of 
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revocation  which  existed  at  the  time  defendant  obtained  his 
certificate  was  contained  in  sec  14356^  Stats.  1898,  and  that 
was  barred  at  the  end  of  three  years  by  sec  4630.  Defend- 
ant had  a  vested  right  which  the  law  of  1905,  if  held  consti- 
tutional, would  deprive  him  of.  At  least  the  right  of  defense 
had  vested  in  the  defendant  and  cannot  be  taken  away  from 
him  by  the  law  of  1905,  because  it  would  be  impairing  and 
taking  away  a  vested  right,  for  the  right  of  defense  is  a  prop- 
erty right  under  the  decisions  of  this  court.  Eingartner  v. 
III.  8.  Co.  103  Wis.  373,  376;  Corbett  v.  Joannes,  125  Wis. 
370,  380.  The  Wisconsin  board  of  medical  examiners, 
through  its  Bttomey,  has  joined  as  plaintiff  in  the  action. 
While,  as  a  general  rule,  a  demurrer  for  defective  parties 
will  not  lie  for  excess  of  parties,  yet  where,  as  here,  no  costs 
could  be  taxed  against  the  board  as  plaintiff,  the  demurrer 
should  be  sustained.    Read  v.  Sang,  21  Wis.  678. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  A.  C  Umbreit,  at- 
torney for  Wisconsin  board  of  medical  examiners,  and  F.  E. 
McOovern,  district  attorney,  and  the  cause  was  argued  orally 
by  Mr.  Umbreit.  They  argued,  among  other  things,  that 
under  ch.  1,  Laws  of  1905,  the  time  limited  for  the  com- 
mencement of  actions  of  this  kind  by  the  state  is  ten  years, 
and  the  statutes  cited  by  appellant  are  inapplicable.  The 
right  to  practice  medicine  is  not  a  vested  or  property  right, 
but  is  practically  a  mere  privilege.  State  ex  rel.  Kellogg  v. 
Cvrrens,  111  Wis.  431.  The  r^ulation  of  the  practice  of 
medicine  is  within  the  police  power  of  the  state,  and  hence 
no  person  can  secure  a  vested  or  property  right  in  such  prac- 
tice. Meffert  v.  State  Board,  66  Kan.  710,  aflirmed  195 
U.  S.  625 ;  Hawker  v.  New  York,  170  U.  S.  189 ;  State  ex  rel. 
Powell  V.  State  Med.  Exam.  Board,  32  Minn.  324.  The  Wis- 
consin board  of  medical  examiners  is  not  a  party  plaintiff. 
The  fact  that  its  attorney  subscribed  the  summons  and  com- 
plaint as  such  attorney  does  not  make  the  board  a  party. 
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Cassoday,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  commenced  December 
21,  1905,  to  revoke  and  annul  the  certificate  of  registration 
issued  to  the  defendant  by  the  Wisconsin  board  of  medical 
examiners  September  25,  1899,  pursuant  to  ch.  87,  Laws  of 
1899.  The  action  was  instituted  by  the  district  attorney 
upon  a  verified  complaint  in  writing  being  made  to  him  De- 
cember 18,  1905,  by  the  secretary  of  said  board,  charging  the 
defendant  with  having  procured  such  certificate  by  fraud 
and  perjury  and  through  error,  as  specified  in  ch.  422,  Laws 
of  1905.  The  complaint  alleges,  among  other  things,  in  ef- 
fect, that  the  defendant  is  and  had  been  for  more  than  five 
years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action  a  resident 
and  practicing  physician  and  surgeon  in  the  county  by  rea- 
son and  virtue  of  such  certificate;  that  the  defendant  pro- 
cured such  certificate  by  exhibiting  to  the  members  of  the 
board  a  document  or  paper  purporting  to  be  a  diploma  from 
the  Collegium  Medicinse  IndependentisB  of  Chicago,  thereby 
representing  that  he  was  entitled  to  practice  medicine  and 
surgery  and  that  such  diploma  was  issued  by  a  reputable, 
bona  fide  medical  college,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  <he 
same  was  a  corporation  chartered  in  1896  and  conducted  for 
pecuniary  considerations  only,  without  regard  to  the  qualifica- 
tion or  fitness  of  the  applicant  to  practice  medicine,  and  con- 
ferred degrees  upon  persons  wholly  unfit  and  incompetent  to 
engage  in  such  practice ;  that  the  charter  of  said  corporation 
was  revoked  by  the  judgment  of  a  court  in  Chicago  on  Feb- 
ruary 1,  1899,  and  such  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Illinois  on  October  10,  1899 ;  that  in  his  ap- 
plication for  such  certificate  prior  to  September  25,  1899, 
the  defendant  falsely  stated  and  represented,  in  effect,  that 
he  was  for  three  years  at  the  medical  department  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Prague  and  a  graduate  thereof  and  held  a  diploma 
therefrom,  and  that  he  was  for  half  a  year  at  the  Chicago 
institution  mentioned  and  a  graduate  thereof  and  held  a  di- 
ploma therefrom ;  that  such  statements  were  false  and  untrue, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


7]  AUGUST  TEEM,  1906.  463 

State  V.  Schaeffer,  129  Wis.  459. 

and  in  making  the  same  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  wilful 
and  corrupt  perjury  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  said  board 
and  thereby  obtained  said  certificate  of  registration;  that 
said  board  was  misled  and  deceived  by  the  fraud,  perjury, 
and  misrepresentation  so  committed  by  the  defendant  and 
thereby  induced  to  issue  such  certificate  September  25,  1899, 
at  which  time  the  defendant  was  not  a  reputable  resid^it 
physician  or  surgeon  of  good  moral  character  who  had  prior 
to  July  1,  1897,  been  in  actual  practice  of  medicine  or  sur- 
gery in  this  state,  as  mentioned  in  the  statutes  cited,  and 
that  no  such  certificate  would  have  been  issued  except  for 
such  fraud,  perjury,  and  misrepresentation;  that  such  cer- 
tificate was  issued  through  error  and  mistake  on  the  part  of 
said  board  and  under  the  belief  of  the  board  that  the  defend- 
ant was  at  the  time  a  reputable  resident  physician  or  surgeon 
of  good  moral  character  who  had  been  on  July  1,  1897,  in 
the  actual  practice  of  medicine  or  surgery  in  this  state,  and 
that  he  held  a  bona  fide  diploma  from  a  reputable  medical 
college;  that  by  reason  of  such  error  and  mistake  said  cer- 
tificate was  issued  by  said  board.  The  defendant  demurred 
to  such  complaint.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  over- 
ruling such  demurrer. 

1.  Ch.  422,  Laws  of  1905,  among  other  things,  declares: 

"The  circuit  courts  of  this  state  are  hereby  vested  with  ju- 
risdiction and  power  to  revoke  and  annul  any  license  or  cer- 
tificate of  registration  which  has  been  heretofore  or  which 
may  be  hereafter  issued  to  any  person  to  practice  medicine 
or  surgery,  or  osteopathy  in  this  state,  who  is  guilty  of  im- 
moral, dishonorable  or  improfessional  conduct,  after  the  pas- 
sage of  this  act  or  who  has  procured  such  license  or  certificate 
of  registration  by  fraud  or  perjury,  or  where  the  same  was 
obtained  through  error." 

That  act  went  into  effect  June  23,  1905,  and  this  action 
was  commenced  six  months  afterwards.  Coimsel  for  the  de- 
fendant contends  that  the  act  is  not  retroactive,  and  therefore 
that  the  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.    This  is 
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based  upon  the  claim  that  "the  words  'after  the  passage  of 
this  act/  "  in  the  portion  of  the  act  above  quoted,  "qualify 
the  entire  clause"  so  quoted.  And  so  it  is  claimed  that 
"not  only  must  the  dishonorable  and  improfessional  conduct" 
therein  mentioned  "occur  after  the  passage"  of  the  act,  "but 
also  that  the  fraud,  perjury,  or  error  for  which  it  is  sought  to 
annul  the  certificate  must  also  have  occurred  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act"  In  other  words,  the  claim  is  that  .the  cir- 
cuit court  had  no  jurisdiction  or  power  to  revoke  or  annul  the 
certificate  in  question,  although  obtained  by  fraud,  perjury^ 
and  misrepresentation,  as  alleged,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
it  was  issued  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  in  question. 

We  should  be  slow  to  hold  that  the  circuit  court  has  ho  ju- 
risdiction or  power  to  set  aside  a  certificate  of  registration 
thus  obtained,  even  in  the  absence  of  the  act  in  question. 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  that  question  here,  since  the 
act  declares,  in  effect,  that  such  court  may  "revoke  and  annul 
any  license  or  certificate  of  registration  which  has  been  .  .  • 
procured  ...  by  fraud  or  perjury,  or  where  the  same  has 
been  obtained  through  error."  The  word  "heretofore,"  in 
the  portion  of  the  act  quoted,  manifestly  refers  to  "any  license 
or  certificate  of  registration"  issued  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act.  So  the  act  declares,  in  effect,  that  such  practitioner 
"who  is  guilty  of  immoral,  dishonorable,  or  unprofessional 
conduct,"  as  defined  therein,  "after  the  passage  of  the  act," 
may  have  his  license  or  certificate  of  registration  revoked  or 
annulled,  even  though  it  was  obtained  without  fraud  or  per- 
jury or  misrepresentation.  The  manifest  purpose  of  the  act 
is  to  prevent  any  incompetent  or  imfit  person  from  practic- 
ing medicine  or  surgery  or  osteopathy,  and  thus  to  protect 
the  public  from  the  injuries  which  might  otherwise  be  in- 
curred. In  the  case  at  bar  the  demurrer  admits  that  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  December  21,  1905, 
the  defendant  was  residing  in  Milwaukee  and  practicing  med- 
icine and  surgery  therein,  and  had  been  so  practicing  medi- 
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cine  and  surgery  therein  for  more  than  five  years  then  last 
past,  and  was  then  claiming  the  right  so  to  practice  by  rea- 
son of  said  certificate  of  registration.  Thus,  it  is  confessed 
that  the  defendant,  by  reason  of  said  certificate,  so  practiced 
medicine  and  surgery  in  the  county  for  six  months  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion, as  well  as  for  several  years  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
act.  We  must  hold  that  the  act  in  question  was  retroactive 
to  the  extent  indicated. 

2.  With  such  construction  counsel  contend  that  ch.  422, 
Laws  of  1905,  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  That  act  de- 
clares, in  effect,  that  "such  action,"  "to  revoke  and  annul  any 
license  or  certificate  of  registration,"  "shall  be  conmienced 
and  prosecuted  as  a  civil  action  in  the  name  of  the  state  of 
Wisconsin  as  plaintiff,  and  against  such  person  complained 
against  as  def  end&nt,  and  the  rules  of  pleading,  evidence,  and 
practice  in  civil  actions  in  the  circuit  court  shall  be  applica- 
ble thereto,  and  either  party  may  appeal  from  the  circuit 
court  to  the  supreme  court  as  in  other  civil  actions."  We 
find  nothing  in  the  act  which  imposes  a  penalty  or  prescribes 
a  forfeiture.  The  principal  contention  is  that  the  act,  as  thus 
construed,  is  an  '^ex  post  facto  law,"  and  hence  forbidden  by 
both  the  federal  and  state  constitutions.  Sec.  10,  art.  I, 
Const,  of  U.  S.,  and  sec.  12,  art.  T,  Const  of  Wis.  What  is 
and  what  is  not  so  prohibited  has  often  been  declared  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States.  Thus,  it  was  held  by 
that  court  long  ago,  in  an  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  that 
the  clause  referred  to  "does  not  prohibit  the  states  from  pass- 
ing retrospective  laws  generally,  but  only  ex  post  facto  laws. 
It  has  been  solemnly  settled  by  this  court  that  the  phrase  'ex 
post  facto  laws*  is  not  applicable  to  civil  laws,  but  to  penal 
and  criminal  laws;  which  punish  no  party  for  acts  anteced- 
ently done  which  were  not  punishable  at  all,  or  not  punish- 
able to  the  extent  or  in  the  manner  prescribed.  Ex  post  facto 
laws  relate  to  penal  and  criminal  proceedings  which  impose 
Vol.  129—30 
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punishments  or  forfeitures,  and  not  to  civil  proceedings  which 
affect  private  rights  retrospectively.^^  Watson  v.  Mercer,  8 
Pet.  88.  That  court,  speaking  by  the  present  chief  justice, 
has  recently  stated : 

"It  may  be  said,  generally  speaking,  that  an  ex  post  facto 
law  is  one  which  imposes  a  punishment  for  an  act  which  was 
not  punishable  at  the  time  it  was  committed,  or  an  additional 
punishment  to  that  then  prescribed,  or  changes  the  rules  of 
evidence  by  which  less  or  different  testimony  is  sufficient  to 
convict  than  was  then  required,  or,  in  short,  in  relation  to  the 
offense  or  its  consequences  alters  the  situation  of  the  party 
to  his  disadvantage.  .  .  .  But  the  prescribing  of  different 
modes  of  procedure,  and  the  abolition  of  courts  and  creation 
of  new  ones,  leaving  untouched  all  the  substantial  protections 
with  which  the  existing  law  surrounds  the  person  accused  of 
crime,  are  not  considered  within  the  constitutional  inhibi- 
tion.^' Duncan  v.  Missouri,  152  U.  S.  377,  382, 14  Sup.  Ct 
570. 

Similar  statements  were  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Hablan, 
speaking  for  the  whole  court,  in  a  still  later  case  (Oibson  v. 
Mississippi,  162  U.  S.  565,  589,  590, 16  Sup.  Ct.  904).  The 
case  coming  the  nearest  to  the  facts  of  the  case  at  bar  of  any 
cited  or  found  is  Meffert  v.  State  Board,  66  Kan.  710,  72 
Pac.  247,  affirmed  on  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  without  criticism  or  comment  in  196  U.  S. 
625,  25  Sup.  Ct.  790.    It  is  there  held: 

"The  state,  in  the  exercise  of  its  police  power  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  health,  good  government,  general  welfare,  and 
morals  of  the  people,  may  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  per- 
sons desiring  to  practice  medicine,  and  may  create  a  board 
whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  hear  and  determine  any  complaint 
made  against  any  person  holding  a  physician's  license  and  re- 
voke such  license  for  any  cause  provided  for  in  the  statutes. 
.  .  .  Where  the  statute  prescribes  the  qualifications  of  a 
physician,  and  proscribes  the  grossly  immoral,  and  author- 
izes the  cancellation  of  any  certificate  issued  to  such  person, 
the  application  of  this  law  to  one  whose  habits  were  grossly 
immoral  before  the  passage  of  the  law  is  not  in  the  nature  of 
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A  punishment,  and  therefore  the  statute  is  not  ex  post  facto, 
but  has  in  view  only  the  qualifications  of  the  physician  and 
the  protection  of  public  morals.'^    66  Kan.  710. 

The  same  case  holds  that  such  statute  is  no  infringement 
of  the  XlVth  amendment  In  the  case  at  bar  defendant  re- 
ceived the  certificate  of  r^istration  from  the  board  on  the 
^supposition  that  he  was  a  graduate  from  each  of  the  institu- 
tions mentioned,  and  so,  of  course,  was  possessed  of  the  requi- 
site learning,  skill,  ability,  and  character  to  practice  medicine 
<Hr  surgery.  That  certificate  gave  to  the  defendant  the  special 
privilege  of  practicing  such  profession,  and  he  is  still  enjoy- 
ing such  privilege.  The  complaint  how  is  that  he  procured 
such  certificate  by  fraud,  perjury,  and  misrepresentation,  and 
hence  that  the  same  should  be  revoked  and  annulled  in  order 
to  protect  the  public  from  incompetency  and  unfitness.  The 
question  involved  concerns  not  only  the  defendant  but  also 
the  public,  and  in  the  interest  of  all  should  be  tried  and  de- 
termined by  an  impartial  tribunal. 

3.  As  indicated,  this  is  not  an  action  to  enforce  a  penalty 
or  forfeiture,  but  a  civil  action  to  set  aside  a  certificate  of 
registration  for  the  reasons  stated.  We  perceive  no  ground 
for  the  claim  that  the  action  is  barred  by  the  two  years^  stat- 
ute of  limitation,  or  the  three  years'  statute  of  limitation,  or 
any  other  statute  of  limitation. 

4.  This  action  is  brought  in  the  name  of  the  state  of  Wis- 
consin. The  Wisconsin  state  board  of  medical  examiners  is 
not  a  party.  We  perceive  no  ground  for  claiming  that  there 
is  a  defect  of  parties.  We  find  no  reversible  error  in  the  rec- 
ord. 

By  the  Court. — ^The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed. 
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Klug,  Appellant,  vs.  Sheeifps,  Respondent. 

October  9— November  7,  1906. 

Contracts:  Painting  of  portrait  from  photographs  of  deceased  per- 
son: Breach  of  trust:  Unauthorized  painting  of  second  portrait: 
Property  right  therein:  Rights  of  privacy. 

1.  Pursuant  to  a  contract  with  defendant  to  paint  a  portrait  of  his 
deceased  wife,  plaintiff  was  furnished  with  two  photographs  of 
her  to  aid  him  In  the  work.  He  painted  a  portrait  from  one  of 
them  as  agreed,  and  was  paid  therefor.  Without  authority  he 
also  painted  a  portrait  from  the  other  photograph,  and  at  de- 
fendant's request  took  it  to  his  house,  whereupon  defendant 
retained  the  second  portrait  and  refused  to  pay  for  it.  Held, 
that  the  use  of  the  photographs  to  paint  the  second  portrait  was- 
a  violation  of  the  contract  and  a  breach  of  trust  and  confidence; 
that  plaintiff  acquired  no  property  right  In  such  portrait;  and 
that  defendant's,  retention  of  it  did  not  make  him  liable  as  a 
purchaser.  Dodoe,  J.,  dissents. 
[2.  Whether  the  painting  of  the  second  portrait  was  an  Invasion  of 
any  "right  of  privacy,"  not  determined.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  Milwau- 
kee county :  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Judge.    Affirmed, 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for 
Milwaukee  county  dismissing  the  plaintiff's  complaint.  The 
plaintiff,  an  artist,  contracted  with  defendant  to  paint  a  por- 
trait of  his  deceased  wife,  and  for  such  purpose,  at  plaintiff's 
request,  defendant  furnished  two  photographs,  one  taken  in- 
doors, and  the  other,  a  group  photograph,  taken  out-of-doors^ 
in  which  she  appeared  with  others.  The  photographs  were 
furnished  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  plaintiff  in  the  work.  It 
was  agreed  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  that  a  portrait 
should  be  painted  from  the  "outing"  photograph  for  $175, 
which  was  done  and  the  portrait  delivered  and  paid  for.  A 
few  days  after  defendant  received  the  portrait  plaintiff  wrote 
him  that,  without  any  direction,  he  had  painted  a  portrait  of 
his  deceased  wife  from  the  "indoor''  photograph,  and  asked 
whether  defendant  desired  to  see  it     Defendant,  by  letter, 
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requested  that  the  second  portrait  be  brought  to  his  house, 
which  was  done.  The  painting  was  never  returned  or  paid 
for.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  of  the  alleged  value  of  $190.  The  case  was  tried 
by  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  the  court  found : 

"That,  without  any  authority,  contract,  or  permission  from 
said  defendant,  said  plaintiff  painted  and  prepared  a  second 
portrait  of  defendant's  deceased  wife  from  the  aforesaid 
photographs,  while  the  same  were  still  in  his  possession. 
That  after  said  plaintiff  had  delivered  the  first  portrait  to 
said  defendant  and  had  received  the  agreed  price  therefor,  he, 
the  said  plaintiff,  notified  said  defendant  that  he  had  painted 
a  second  portrait  of  defendant's  deceased  wife  from  said 
photographs,  and  inquired  whether  said  defendant  desired  to 
see  said  second  portrait,  to  which  inquiry  said  defendant  re- 
plied, and  instructed  said  plaintiff  to  bring  said  second  por- 
trait to  his  house ;  and,  in  response  to  said  suggestion  so  made 
by  said  defendant,  the  plaintiff  brought  said  second  portrait 
to  the  house  of  defendant,  and  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  price 
of  said  second  portrait  stated  that  the  same  would  be  one  hun- 
dred and  seveny-five  ($175)  dollars,  which  price  said  defend- 
ant refused  to  pay  him  therefor,  and  also  refused  to  surrender 
to  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  the  said  portrait,  for  the  reason  that 
said  plaintiff  had  received  no  instruction,  authority,  or  di- 
rection to  paint  same,  and  the  defendant  then  and  there  of- 
fered to  destroy  said  portrait,  which  said  plaintiff  refused  to 
have  done.  That  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  said  portrait 
as  aforesaid,  said  defendant  offered  to  have  the  picture  re- 
moved from  the  frame  which  said  plaintiff  had  placed  there- 
on; and,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  de- 
fendant offered  and  tendered  to  said  plaintiff  the  frame  in 
which  said  picture  was  set,  and  the  plaintiff  refused  same  and 
still  refuses  same.  That  said  defendant  has  ever  since  said 
day  held  himself  in  position  and  has  been  ready  and  willing 
to  return  said  frame,  but  said  plaintiff  refused,  and  still- re- 
fuses, to  receive  the  same.  That  said  plaintiff  had  no  author- 
ity to  paint  said  second  portrait  from  the  photographs  in  his 
possession,  thus  received  for  the  purpose  of  painting  said 
first  portrait,  and  that  the  doing  of  the  same  was  a  breach  of 
faith  on  the  part  of  said  plaintiff,  and  he  acquired  no  prop- 
erty rights  or  interest  in  said  picture  by  reason  thereof." 
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Judgment  dismissing  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  with  costs, 
was  ordered,  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 
A,  C.  Umhreit,  for  the  appellant. 
7.  W.  Wegner,  for  the  respondent. 

Ejebwin^  J.  The  facts  in  this  case  are  substantially  un- 
disputed, and  the  questions  of  law  are:  (1)  Whether  the 
painting  of  the  second  portrait  was  an  invasion  of  the  so- 
called  "right  of  privacy;"  and  (2)  whether  the  painting  of 
the  second  portrait  was  a  breach  of  trust,  contract,  or  confi- 
dence, and  whether  the  plaintiff  acquired  any  property  in  tho 
second  portrait. 

1.  Upon  the  first  proposition,  as  regards  the  right  of  pri- 
vacy, the  authorities  seem  to  leave  the  question  in  some  un- 
certainty as  to  the  extent  to  which  courts  wiU  go  in  enforcing 
the  right  In  Atkinson  v\  Doherty  &  Co.  121  Mich.  372,  80 
N.  W.  285,  it  was  held  that  equity  will  not  restrain  the  use 
of  the  name  and  likeness  of  a  deceased  person  as  a  label  for 
a  brand  of  cigars  named  after  him,  though  offensive  to  the 
family  of  the  deceased,  so  long  as  it  does  not  amount  to  a 
libel.  In  Schuyler  v.  CuHis,  147  N.  T.  434,  42  N.  E.  22,  it 
was  held  that  the  individual  right  of  privacy,  which  any  per- 
son has  during  life,  dies  with  the  person,  and  any  right  of 
privacy  which  survives  is  a  right  pertaining  to  the  living  only. 
In  this  case  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  to  restrain  defend- 
ants from  making  a  statue  or  bust  of  deceased,  Mrs.  Schuyler, 
or  from  receiving  subscriptions  for  the  purpose  of  defraying 
the  cost  of  making  the  same,  and  also  restraining  them  from 
using  the  name  of  Mrs.  Schuyler  or  circulating  any  descrip- 
tion of  her  in  connection  with  the  "Woman's  Memorial  Fund 
Association."  The  action  was  brought  by  relatives  of  Mrs. 
Schuyler,  and  it  was  held  that  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained, it  appearing  that  the  motive  of  the  parties  interested 
in  erecting  a  bust  was  to  do  honor  to  the  memory  of  the  de- 
ceased. Again,  the  question  was  considered  by  the  court  of 
appeals  of  New  York  in  Eoherson  v.  Rochester  F.  B.  Co,  171 
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N.  T.  638,  64  K  E.  442,  Chief  Justice  Pabkeb  writing  the 
opinion,  in  which  he  reaches  the  conclusion,  substantially : 

"An  individual's  so-called  right  of  privacy,  founded  upon 
the  claim  that  he  has  the  right  to  pass  through  this  world, 
if  he  wills,  without  having  his  picture  published,  his  business 
enterprises  discussed,  his  successful  experiments  written  up 
for  the  benefit  of  others,  or  his  eccentricities  commented  upon 
either  in  handbills,  circulars,  catalogues,  periodicals,  or  news- 
papers, and,  necessarily,  that  the  things  which  may  not  be 
written  and  published  of  him  must  not  be  spoken  of  him  by 
his  neighbors,  whether  the  comment  be  favorable  or  other- 
wise, does  not  exist  in  the  law,  and  is  not  enforceable  in 
equity.  .  .  .  An  injunction  cannot  be  granted  to  restrain  the 
unauthorized  publication  and  distribution  of  lithographic 
prints,  or  copies,  of  a  photograph  of  a  young  woman  as  part 
of  an  advertisement  of  a  legitimate  manufactured  article, 
where  there  is  no  allegation  that  the  picture  is  libelous  in  any 
respect ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  gravamen  of  the  complaint 
is  that  the  likeness  is  so  good  that  it  is  easily  recognized,  and 
that  it  has  been  and  is  used  to  attract  attention  to  the  adver- 
tisement upon  which  it  is  placed,  although  the  publication 
has  caused  her  great  ment^  and  physical  distress,  necessi- 
tating the  employment  and  Attendance  of  a  physician. '^ 

There  is,  however,  in  each  of  these  cases  a  vigorous  disr 
senting  opinion  by  Justice  Gray.  In  the  late  case  of  Pave- 
sich  V.  New  England  L.  Ins,  Co.  122  Ga.  190,  50  S.  E.  68, 
the  supreme  court  of  Georgia  approves  the  doctrine  laid  down 
in  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Justice  Gray  in  the  New  York 
cases,  and,  in  a  very  able  and  exhaustive  opinion  reviewing 
the  cases,  holds  that  the  right  of  privacy  is  a  form  of  prop- 
erty as  much  as  the  right  of  immunity  of  one's  person.  Most 
of  the  leading  cases  are  collected  and  discussed  in  this  case. 
In  the  opinion  the  court  quotes  approvingly  the  following 
language  from  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Justice  Gray  in 
Roberson  v.  Rochester  F.  B.  Co.,  supra: 

"The  right  of  privacy,  or  the  right  of  the  individual  to  be 
let  alone,  is  a  personal  right,  which  is  not  without  judicial  rec- 
ognition. It  is  the  complement  of  the  right  to  the  immunity 
of  one's  person.     The  individual  has  always  been  entitled  to 


Digitized  by 


Google 


i72  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Nov. 

Klug  V.  Sheriffs,  129  Wis.  468. 

be  protected  in  the  exclusive  use  and  enjoyment  of  that  which 
is  his  own.  The  common  law  regarded  his  person  and  prop- 
erty as  inviolate,  and  he  has  the  absolute  right  to  be  let  alone. 
Cooley,  Torts,  29.  The  principle  is  fimdamental  and  essen- 
tial in  organized  society  that  every  one,  in  exercising  a  per- 
sonal right,  and  in  the  use  of  his  property,  shall  respect  the 
rights  and  properties  of  others.  He  must  so  conduct  himself, 
in  the  enjoyment  of  the  rights  and  privileges  which  belong  to 
him  as  a  member  of  society,  as  that  he  shall  prejudice  no  one 
in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  those  which  are  exclu- 
sively his.  When,  as  here,  there  is  an  alleged  invasion  of 
some  personal  right  or  privilege,  the  absence  of  exact  prece- 
dent, and  the  fact  that  early  commentators  upon  the  common 
law  have  no  discussion  upon  the  subject,  are  of  no  material 
importance  in  awarding  equitable  relief.  That  the  exercise 
of  the  preventive  power  of  a  court  of  equity  is  demanded  in 
a  novel  case  is  not  a  fatal  objection." 

It  will  be  seen,  however,  upon  examination  of  the  cases 
cited  as  sustaining  the  so-called  right  of  privacy,  that  many 
of  them  turn  upon  property  rights  or  breach  of  trust,  con- 
tract, or  confidence.  Levyeau  v.  Clements,  175  Mass.  376, 
56  N.  E.  735 ;  Moiison  v.  Moat,  9  Hare,  241 ;  Prince  Albert 
y.  Strange,  2  De  G.  &  S.  652 ;  Tiu:Jc  &  Sons  v.  Priester,  L.  R 
19  Q.  B.  D.  629 ;  Pollard  v.  Photographic  Co,  L.  R.  40  Ch. 
D.  345 ;  Oee  v.  Prichard,  2  Swanst.  402 ;  ^Yoolsey  v.  Judd,  4 
Duer,  379.  See,  also,  4  Harv.  Law  Rev.  193,  and  3  N.  W. 
Law  Rev.  1 ;  Corliss  v.  E.  ^Y.  Walker  Co.  57  Fed.  434,  64 
Fed.  280. 

2.  We  think  the  case  before  us  does  not  turn  upon  the  so- 
called  "right  of  privacy,"  but  upon  contract  relations.  The 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  at  law  for  the  alleged  value  of  the 
picture,  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  a  property  right  in  it 
and  that  the  defendant,  by  retaining  it,  became  liable  as  a 
purchaser.  The  complaint  is  to  recover  for  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant.  The  plaint- 
iff, under  a  contract  to  paint  the  portrait,  received  the  two 
photographs  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  him  in  the  painting  of 
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the  original  picture,  which  he  painted  and  was  paid  for  in 
accordance  with  the  contract  He  then  undertook,  without 
any  authority  from  the  defendant,  to  paint  the  second  por- 
trait; and,  as  he  says  in  his  letter  to  defendant,  '^decided  to 
risk  having  one  painted,  which  I  should  be  pleased  to  have 
you  see,  either  at  your  home  or  mine,  as  it  suits  your  con- 
venience." There  is  no  claim  that  plaintiff  ever  had  author- 
ity to  paint  the  second  portrait  or  that  defendant  ever  as- 
sented thereto.  Under  the  contract  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
hold  the  photographs  or  use  them  for  any  other  purpose  than 
to  aid  him  in  painting  the  original  picture.  No  express  au- 
thority to  use  them  for  any  other  purpose  was  given,  and  none 
can  be  implied  from  the  nature  of  the  engagement  When 
the  original  picture  was  painted  plaintiff's  contract  with  de- 
fendant was  performed,  and  he  had  no  right  to  retain  the 
photographs  for  any  other  purpose.  WTien  he  undertook  to 
produce  another  picture  from  the  indoor  photograph  he  vio- 
lated his  contract  with  defendant,  and  such  act  amounted  to 
a  breach  of  the  trust  reposed  in  him  under  the  contract  rela- 
tion existing  between  them. 

In  Levyeau  v,  Clements,  175  Mass.  376,  56  K  E.  735,  de- 
fendant contracted  with  plaintiff  for  a  certain  number  of  cuts 
from  defendant's  dies  to  be  used  by  defendant  in  his  business. 
The  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  the  number  of  cuts  contracted 
for  by  defendant,  printed  a  certain  number  extra  for  his  own 
use  without  the  knowledge  of  defendant  By  mistake  the 
extra  cuts  or  folders  were  delivered,  with  the  others,  to  de- 
fendant, which  was  immediately  discovered,  and  demand 
made  upon  defendant  for  them,  which  was  refused.  Defend- 
ant kept  the  extra  cuts  not  ordered,  and  used  them  the  same 
as  the  others.  In  an  action  of  trover  the  lower  court  ruled 
plaintiff  could  recover,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed  upon 
appeal.    The  court  said  (175  Mass.  379,  56  X.  E.  736)  : 

"The  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  lise  the  dies  to  have  impres- 
sions of  them  printed  for  his  own  use,  and  his  use  of  them 
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in  having  eighty  extra  copies  of  the  folder  struck  off  for  himr 
self,  for  the  purpose  of  advertising  his  own  business  of  mak- 
ing dies,  was  a  breach  of  trust  toward  the  defendant,  which 
would  have  entitled  the  latter  to  have,  at  least  if  the  matter 
were  of  sufficient  consequence,  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
plaintiff  from  using  the  folders  thus  wrongfully  obtained,, 
and  to  a  decree  ordering  them  to  be  destroyed." 

In  Tiu:k  &  Sons  v.  Priester,  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  D.  629,  the 
plaintiffs  employed  defendant,  who  was  a  printer  in  Berlin, 
to  make  for  them  copies  of  a  drawing.  Defendant  made  the 
copies  ordered,  and  also,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
plaiutiffs,  made  other  copies  and  imported  them  to  England. 
It  was  held  that  there  was  an  implied  contract  that  defendant 
should  not  make  any  copies  of  the  drawing  other  than  those 
ordered  by  plaintiffs,  and  that  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  an 
injunction  and  damages  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  breach 
of  contract.  In  Pollard  v.  Photographic  Co.  L.  R.  40  Ch.  D. 
345,  a  photographer  who  had  taken  a  negative  likeness  under 
agreement  to  supply  the  person  with  copies  was  restrained 
from  selling  or  exhibiting  copies,  on  the  groimd  that  there 
was  an  implied  contract  not  to  use  the  negative  for  such  pur- 
pose; and,  further,  because  such  sale  or  exhibition  was  a 
breach  of  confidence.  In  Priiice  Albert  v.  Strange,  2  De  G. 
&  S.  652,  it  was  held  that,  where  a  workman  intrusted  with 
copperplates  for  the  purpose  of  taking  impressions  for  the 
plaintiff  of  etchings  made  by  the  latter,  and  not  intended  for 
publication,  took  impressions  for  himself,  in  violation  of  the 
trust,  and  sold  the  impressions  to  the  defendant,  who  pub- 
lished a  catalogue  of  them,  accompanied  by  remarks  of  his 
own,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  at  the  hearing  to  a  perpetual 
injunction  to  restrain  the  publication  of  the  catalogue  and  to 
a  decree  ordering  the  impressions  to  be  destroyed. 

We  think  the  doctrine  of  the  above  cases  rules  the  case  be- 
fore us,  and  that  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  paint  the  second 
picture  or  use  the  photographs  for  such  purpose.  The  plaint- 
iff, being  guilty  of  a  breach  of  contract  and  of  trust  and  con- 
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fidenoe  as  well  in  painting  the  second  portrait,  could  acquire 
no  property  in  it,  and  therefore  had  none  to  sell  to  defendant 
or  any  one  else. 

It  follows  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 

By  the  Court — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 

DoDOE,  J.  {dissenting).  No  rule  is  more  elementary  than 
that  one  who  knowingly  accepts  and  avails  himself  of  servr 
ices  performed  by  another  is  bound  by  implied  promise  to 
pay  for  such  services  although  neither  requested  nor  author- 
ized in  advance.  Wheeler  v.  Hall,  41  Wis.  447,  451 ;  Wei- 
lauer  v.  Fellows,  48  Wis.  106,  4  jST.  W.  114;  Ooodland  v. 
Le  Clair,  78  Wis.  176,  47  N.  W.  268 ;  Williams  v.  Williams, 
114  Wis.  79,  84,  89  K  W.  835 ;  Manitowoc  8.  B.  Co.  v.  Man- 
itowoc  a.  Co.  120  Wis.  1,  8,  97  K  W.  515 ;  Indiana  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Hayes,  155  Pa.  St.  160,  26  Atl.  6 ;  Bartholomae  &  Co. 
V.  Pavll,  18  W.  Va.  771;  Ford  v.  Ward,  26  Ark.  363;  Ahhot 
V.  Hermon,  7  Me.  118.  Here  the  plaintiff  painted  the  pic- 
ture iQ  question  knowing  that  defendant  would  not  thereby 
be  placed  under  any  liability,  but  would  have  the  right  after 
its  completion  to  avail  himself  of  the  service  or  reject  it  At 
defendant's  request  it  was  placed  in  his  possession  to  enable 
him  to  decide  whether  he  would  reject  or  would  accept  it, 
with  complete  understanding  that  plaintiff  expected  payment 
in  the  latter  event.  Defendant  has  retained  it.  He  cannot 
now  be  heard  to  say  that  he  did  not  expect  to  pay  for  it.  His 
acft  give  him  full  benefit  of  plaintiff's  work  and  he  should 
not,  by  his  own  testimony  to  a  mental  state  of  disapproval,  be 
permitted  to  deny  the  legal  effect  of  such  acts.  He  could  have 
refused  or  surrendered  the  picture,  if  dissatisfied,  with  no 
prejudice  to  any  so-called  rights  of  privacy  as  they  existed 
before  plaintiff,  at  defendant's  request,  put  it  in  the  latter's 
possession. 

The  cases  cited  in  the  court's  opinion  (Levyeau  v.  Clem- 
ents, TucTc  &  Sons  v.  Priester,  Pollard- v.  Photographic  Co., 
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and  Prirwe  Albert  v.  Strange)  clearly  have  no  relevancy.  In 
them  the  plaintiff  was  attempting  to  acquire  advantage  to 
himself  in  breach  of  the  understanding  under  which  he  had 
acquired  an  opportunity  to  do  so.  His  motive  was  bad ;  ap- 
proximately fraudulent.  Here,  on  the  contrary,  plaintiff  was 
attempting  to  confer  a. benefit  upon  defendant;  in  good  faith 
believing  that  the  latter's  desire  for  a  picture  of  his  deceased 
wife  would  be  best  satisfied  by  the  service  rendered  and  ten- 
dered for  acceptance  or  rejection  by  the  latter.  I  think  plaint- 
iff is  entitled  upon  the  facts  to  recover  the  reasonable  value 
of  the  benefit  conferred  on  defendant,  and  therefore  must 
dissent  from  the  court's  decision. 

I  fear  that  the  marked  prominence  given  to  quotation  from 
a  dissei^ting  opinion  in  Eoberson  v,  Rochester  F.  B.  Co.  171 
N.  Y.  538,  64  N.  E.  442,  may  suggest  approval  of  the  views 
quoted  as  to  existence  of  any  legal  right  of  privacy.  I  cer- 
tainly am  not  prepared  to  yield  concurrence  therewith,  nor 
did  I  understand  that  the  court  in  any  degree  adopted  them, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  decided  to  express  no  opinion  on  that 
important  and  vexed  subject 


Kaufeb,  Appellant,  vs.  Stumpf  and  wife,  imp.,  Respond- 
ents. 

October  9 — November  7,  1906. 

Statute  of  frauds:  Pleading:  Oral  promise  to  pay  deht  of  another: 
Contracts  relating  to  land:  Judgment:  Costs:  Harmless  irregu- 
larity. 

1.  Where  a  complaint  aUeged  that  defendant  agreed  to  indorse  a 
note  of  J.  S.  and  agreed  to  pay  it  in  consideration  of  a  transfer 
of  land  to  J.  S.,  defendant  may,  without  pleading  it,  rely  upon 
the  statute  of  frauds  (sec.  2307,  Stats.  1898)  declaring  void  an 
oral  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another. 
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2.  A  promise  in  form  to  guarantee  pajrment  of  the  debt  of  another, 

but  in  fact  to  pay  the  promisor's  own  debt,  is  not  within  the 
statute. 

3.  An  oral  agreement  between  the  parties  that  plaintiff  should  ad- 

vance moneys  to  buy  land  at  a  foreclosure  sale,  take  the  title 
in  his  own  name,  and  transfer  it  to  defendant  upon  the  latter 
reimbursing  him,  and  that  defendant  should  reimburse  him  for 
the  advances,  such  agreement  being  executed  by  plaintiff  to  the 
extent  of  purchasing  at  the  sale,  was  within  the  statute  of 
frauds  (sec.  2302,  Stats.  1898)  and  void. 

4.  Defendant's  oral  promise  in  such  case  to  repay  plaintiff's  ad- 

vances being  void,  his  subsequent  oral  promise,  in  considera- 
tion of  a  transfer  of  the  land  to  his  brother,  to  indorse  his 
brother's  note  for  said  advances  and  to  pay  such  note,  was  not 
a  promise  to  pay  his  own  debt,  but  a  collateral  promise  to  pay 
the  debt  of  another,  and  hence  void  under  sec.  2307,  Stats.  1898. 

5.  Entry  of  judgment  for  costs  In  favor  of  a  defendant  who  had 

been  served  with  notice  that  no  personal  claim  was  made 
against  her,  was  a  harmless  irregularity  where  the  costs  taxed 
were  no  greater  than  they  would  have  been  had  the  judgment 
been  in  favor  of  her  husband  only,  in  whose  answer  she  had 
joined. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee coimty :  Waeren  D.  Tarrant,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

Action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  and  to  obtain  a  judgment 
against  Charles  J.  Stumpf  as  one  personally  liable  for  the 
mortgage  indebtedness,  as  well  as  against  John  Stumpf,  Jr., 
maker  of  the  note  mentioned  in  the  mortgage. 

The  complaint  contained  all  the  usual  allegations  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  as  to  the  defendant  John  Stumpf, 
Jr.  The  note  was  for  $3,500,  payable  two  years  after  date 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  coupons  attached  thereto, 
which  provided  for  interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per 
annum  after  due.  There  were  appropriate  allegations  show- 
ing the  due  execution  of  the  mortgage,  the  conditions  thereof, 
the  recording  of  the  same,  and  default  in  the  performance  of 
such  conditions  creating  the  cause  of  action  for  foreclosure. 
There  were  also  allegations  as  grounds  for  the  alleged  liabil- 
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ity  of  Charles  J.  Stumpf^  in  effect  as  follows:  On  or  about 
May  29,  1899,  at  a  sheriff's  sale  to  enforce  a  judgment  of 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  wherein  Oha/rles  J.  Stumpf  was  ad- 
judged to  be  personally  liable  for  the  mortgage  indebtedness, 
the  property  involved  was  bid  in  by  the  plaintiff,  acting 
through  an  agent,  in  his  own  name  for  said  Charles  J.  Stumpf 
for  $3,400,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  them  that  the 
sheriff's  deed  should  run  to  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  the  sale 
being  confirmed  that  he  should  deed  the  property  to  said 
Stwmpf  and  receive  from  him  reimbursement  for  all  money 
advanced  in  so  securing  the  property.  The  total  sum  so  ad- 
vanced was  $3,600.  Subsequent  to  the  sale  it  was  duly  con- 
firmed, and  thereafter  on  or  about  Jime  13,  1899,  said 
Charles  J.  Stumpf  informed  plaintiff  that  he  was  unable  at 
once  to  pay  back  the  advances,  but  could  and  would  secure 
the  same  by  a  mortgage  on  the  premises ;  that  he  would  have 
the  title  to  the  property  vested  in  his  brother  John  Stumpf, 
Jr.,  and  then  have  the  latter  give  a  note  for  $3,500  and  a 
mortgage  on  the  property  to  secure  the  payment  thereof,  and 
that  he,  the  said  Charles  J.  Stumpf,  would  indorse  said  note 
and  would  pay  the  indebtedness  with  interest  as  provided 
in  said  note.  Plaintiff  accepted  the  proposition  of  said 
Charles  J.  Stumpf,  deeded  the  property  to  said  John  Stumpf, 
Jr.,  delivered  the  deed  to  Charles,  and  received  from  him 
the  note  of  John  Stumpf,  Jr.,  and  the  mortgage  on  the  prop- 
erty in  suit. 

The  defendant  Charles  J.  Stumpf  answered,  among  other 
things,  admitting  that  plaintiff  purchased  the  property  in- 
volved under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  complaint,  and 
alleging  that  it  was  agreed  that  plaintiff  should  convey  the 
property  to  said  Charles  J.  Stumpf  or  such  person  as  should 
be  mutually  agreed  upon,  and  that  he  should  pay  plaintiff 
such  sum  over  and  above  $3,500  as  might  be  necessary  to 
make  up  the  difference  between  the  latter  sum  and  the  amount 
due  under  the  judgment  of  foreclosure,  and  as  security  for 
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the  said  $3,500  a  mortgage  should  be  given  by  the  person 
so  receiving  the  conveyance  of  the  premises;  that  pursuant 
thereto  $638  was  paid  plaintiflF  and  he  conveyed  the  property 
to  John  Stumpf,  Jr.,  who  executed  the  note  and  mortgage  in 
suit  and  delivered  the  same  to  plaintiff.  The  answer  con- 
tained a  specific  denial  that  Charles  J.  Stumpf  agreed  to  pay 
the  note. 

As  a  defense  sec  2302,  Stats.  1898,  was  invoked  upon  the 
groimd  that  the  agreement  between  plaintiff  and  Charles  J. 
Stumpf  was  merely  verbal. 

No  issue  was  taken  on  any  of  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint as  to  the  cause  of  action  against  John  Stumpf,  Jr. 

The  court  found  all  the  facts  requisite  to  a  judgment  of 
foreclosure  as  to  John  Stumpf,  Jr.,  and  found  that  there  was 
justly  due  plaintiff  upon  the  note  and  mortgage  covering  the 
indebtedness  of  Charles  J.  Stumpf,  for  which  the  note  and 
mortgage  were  given,  $6,038.62.  The  court  further  found, 
as  regards  the  liability  of  Charles  J.  Stumpf,  that  he  merely 
promised  orally  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  note  and 
mortgage  and  that  such  promise  was  void  under  the  statute 
of  frauds. 

The  court  further  found,  as  to  the  liability  of  Charles  J. 
Stumpf:  Plaintiff  purchased  the  mortgaged  property  for 
Charles  J.  Stumpf  at  a  foreclosure  sale,  as  alleged  in  the  conir 
plaint,  under  an  agreement  that  the  sheriff's  deed  should  run 
to  the  plaintiff  and  that  upon  its  being  confirmed  Charles  J. 
Stumpf  should  reimburse  plaintiff  for  all  moneys  advanced 
by  him  in  the  matter.  To  complete  the  purchase  plaintiff  ad- 
vanced $3,400,  took  the  sheriff's  deed,  and  the  same  was  there- 
after confirmed.  Plaintiff  also  advanced  for  said  Charles 
J.  Stumpf,  at  his  request,  a  further  sum  of  $100  towards  dis- 
charging the  deficiency  of  $738.44  due  on  the  foreclosure 
judgment,  for  which  said  Charles  J.  Stumpf  was  liable. 
Thereafter,  having  in  view  the  carrying  out  of  the  aforesaid 
agreement,  said  Charles  J.  Stumpf,  representing  that  he  was 
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unable  at  once  to  pay  back  the  said  sum  of  $3,500,  said  to 
plaintiff's  agent  that  he  would  secure  the  same  by  a  mortgage 
on  the  premises;  that  to  avoid  injuring  his  financial  standing 
he  would  have  the  title  to  the  property  transferred  to  his 
brother  John  Stumpf,  Jr.,  and  have  him  give  the  mortgage  to 
plaintiff  to  secure  said  sum  of  $3,500,  and  that  he  would 
guarantee  the  payment  of  his  brother's  note.  On  June  13, 
1899,  $638.44,  the  balance  of  the  deficiency  on  the  foreclos- 
ure judgment,  was  paid  by  said  Charles  Stumpf.  Relying 
upon  such  representations  and  promises  plaintiff  deeded  the 
property  in  question  to  said  John  Stumpf,  Jr.,  and  re9eived 
from  him,  at  the  same  time,  the  note  and  mortgage  in  suit. 
Such  note  and  mortgage  were  given  to  secure  the  $3,500  and 
interest  due  to  plaintiff  from  said  Charles  J.  Stumpf  at  the 
time  the  note  and  mortgage  were  given. 

Upon  such  decision  and  findings  the  court  concluded  that 
Charles  J.  Stumpf  was  not  liable  for  the  mortgage  indebted- 
ness and  that  he  and  his  wife  Agnes,  who  was  made  a  defend- 
ant, were  entitled  to  judgment  against  plaintiff  dismissing 
the  complaint  as  to  them,  with  costs.  Judgment,  in  due  form, 
for  a  foreclosure  sale  was  rendered  as  to  John  Stumpf,  Jr., 
and  as  to  Charles  J.  Stumpf  and  wife  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing.  From  such  judgment  dismissing  the  cause  with 
costs  as  to  Charles  /.  Stumpf  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Nath,  Pereles  & 
Sons,  and  oral  argument  by  C.  S.  Carter  and  W.  H.  Church- 
ill. To  the  point  that,  even  if  the  agreement  of  Charles  J. 
Stumpf  to  guarantee  payment  of  his  brother's  note  were 
within  sec.  2307,  Stats.  1898,  the  defense  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  to  be  available,  must  be  pleaded,  they  cited  Matthews 
V.  Matthews,  154  N.  Y.  288;  Crane  v.  Powell,  139  K  Y. 
379 ;  Sanger  v.  French,  157  N.  Y.  213 ;  Hamill  v.  Hall,  4 
Colo.  App.  290 ;  Chicago  &  W.  C.  Co.  v.  Liddell,  69  111.  639 ; 
Osborne  v.  Endicott,  6  Cal.  149,  65  Am.  Dec  498;  Citty  v. 
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Manufacturing  Co.  93  Tenn.  276,  42  Am.  St  R  919;  9 
Ency.  PI.  &  Pr.  705,  716,  and  cases  there  cited. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  McElroy,  Esch- 
weiler  <&  Wetzler,  and  oral  argument  by  F.  C.  Eschweiler, 

Marshall,  J.  At  the  outset  on  this  appeal  stands  the 
contention  of  appellant  that  respondent  waived  the  statute  of 
frauds  (sec.  2307,  Stats.  1898),  relating  to  the  validity  of 
any  agreement  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage 
of  another,  by  not  pleading  it,  and,  therefore,  that  the  court 
erred  in  applying  such  statute  to  the  guaranty  f oimd  to  have 
been  made  by  respondent  and  upon  which  his  liability  rests, 
if  he  is  liable  at  all. 

As  no  contract  of  guaranty,  valid  or  invalid,  was  set  forth 
in  the  complaint  respondent  was  in  no  position  to  plead  the 
statute  on  that  subject  as  a  defense.  The  claim  set  forth 
in  the  complaint  was  that  respondent  agreed  to  indorse  John 
Stumpf's  note  and  agreed  to  pay  it  in  consideration  of  the 
transfer  of  the  land  to  John.  That  was  put  in  issue  and  the 
finding  was  substantially  in  respondent's  favor.  There  is 
much  authority  to  the  effect  that  when  the  contract  pleaded 
is  put  in  issue  the  plaintiff  in  order  to  recover  must  establish 
a  valid  agreement.  The  defendant  is  not  called  upon  to  an- 
ticipate that  an  invalid  contract  will  be  established  and  to 
plead  thereto.  Taylor  v.  Merrill,  55  111.  52;  Hunter  v.  Ran- 
dall 62  Me.  423;  Russell  v.  W.,  M.  &  P.  R.  Co.  39  Minn. 
145,  39  K  W.  302;  Bernhardt  v.  Walls,  29  Mo.  App.  206; 
Allen  V.  Richard,  83  Mo.  55,  60. 

The  principal  contention  relied  on,  as  it  seems,  is  that  the 
court  erred  in  deciding  that  the  agreement  made  by  Charles 
Stumpf  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  John  Stumpf  s  note 
was  a  purely  collateral  promise  and  so  void  under  sec.  2307, 
Stats.  1898,  before  referred  to.  It  is  insisted  by  appellant's 
counsel  that  the  promise  was  original  in  character  in  that  it 
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was  to  pay  the  promisor's  own  debt  to  appellant.  This  court 
has  often  held^  as  claimed  by  counsel^  that  a  promise,  in 
form,  by  one  person  to  guarantee  payment  of  the  debt  of  an- 
other, where  such  promise  is  in  fact  to  pay  such  person's  own 
debt,  is  not  within  the  statute  because  not  collateral  Dyer 
V.  Gibson,  16  Wis.  657;  Wyman  v.  Goodrich,  26  Wis.  21; 
PiUney  v.  Famham,  27  Wis.  187 ;  Yowng  v.  French,  35  Wis. 
Ill ;  Hoile  v.  Bailey,  58  Wis.  434, 17  N.  W.  322 ;  McCord  v. 
Edward  Hines  L.  Co.  124  Wis.  609,  102  N.  W.  334.  In  or- 
der that  such  doctrine  could  be  applied  here,  it  would  be  nec- 
essary for  it  to  appear  that  at  the  time  Charles  Stumpf  made 
the  agreement  to  guarantee  his  brother's  note  he  was  indebted 
to  appellant  and  that  the  agreement  was  in  reality  to  pay 
such  indebtedness. 

Whether  an  indebtedness  existed  as  above  suggested  de- 
pends upon  the  facts  found  by  the  court,  not  upon  mere  lan- 
guage contained  in  the  findings  referring  to  the  relations  be- 
tween appellant  and  respondent  Charles  Stumpf  as  those  of 
debtor  and  creditor.  It  seems  that  the  court  did  not  mean 
in  using  such  language  that  a  valid  indebtedness  existed  be- 
tween the  parties,  because  that  would  be  plainly  inconsistent 
with  the  decision  that  the  guaranty  was  a  mere  collateral 
promise.  True,  with  considerable  significance  the  court  men- 
tioned such  relations  as  those  of  debtor  and  creditor.  It  was 
said  in  the  findings  that  the  note  and  mortgage  made  by  John 
Stumpf,  Jr.,  were  delivered  to  appellant  to  secure  Charles 
Stumpf s  indebtedness,  and  further,  that  when  Charles 
Stumpf  suggested  to  appellant  the  deeding  of  the  property  to 
John  he  said  he  would  secure  his  indebtedness  to  appellant 
by  a  note  and  mortgage  on  the  property  given  by  John  and 
that  he  would  guarantee  such  note.  We  do  not  deem  the  use 
of  such  language  by  any  means  conclusive  that  the  trial  court 
held  that  there  was  a  valid  indebtedness  of  Charles  Stumpf 
to  appellant,  and  if  it  were  otherwise  such  holding  would  be 
in  the  nature  of  a  conclusion  of  law  and  not  stand  in  the  way 
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of  the  real  relations  between  the  parties  as  shown  by  the  facts 
found. 

Now  at  the  time  the  arrangement  was  made  between  ap- 
pellant and  Charles  Stumpf  as  to  the  property  acquired  by 
the  former  being  deeded  over  to  John  Stumpf,  there  existed, 
according  to  the  findings,  merely  an  agreement  that  appellant 
should  advance  the  necessary  money  to  buy  in  the  property  at 
the  foreclosure  sale,  take  the  title  in  his  own  name,  and  trans- 
fer it  to  Charles  thereafter  upon  the  latter's  reimbursing  him 
for  such  advances,  such  agreement  being  carried  out  to  the  ex- 
tent of  acquiring  the  property  at  such  sale  and  making  such 
advances.  We  are  unable  to  see  why  at  that  stage  the  agree- 
ment was  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds  (sec.  2302,  Stats. 
1898),  requiring  agreements  relating  to  real  estate  to  be  in 
writing,  which  was  pleaded.  It  seems  to  fall  clearly  within 
the  principle  of  Scheuer  v.  Cochem,  126  Wis.  209,  106  N.  W. 
573,  where  it  was  held,  as  indicated  by  the  syllabus : 

"An  oral  agreement  by  which  the  parties  were  to  become 
jointly  interested,  as  partners,  in  the  purchase  of  land — one 
to  advance  the  whole  purchase  price  and  take  the  title  iu  his 
own  name  and  afterwards,  on  repayment  to  him  of  one  half 
the  sum  so  advanced,  with  interest,  to  convey  an  undivided 
half  to  the  other  party,  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds  (sec. 
2302,  Stats.  1898) ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  party 
so  orally  agreeing  to  convey  was  the  owner  of  the  land  at  the 
time  or  whether  he  afterwards  acquired  the  title." 

The  basic  idea  of  the  decision  is  that  so  long  as  the  obliga- 
tion to  convey  the  land  rests  in  a  mere  oral  agreement  it  is 
void. 

It  seems  to  follow  necessarily  that  when  Charles  Stumpf 
agreed  to  guarantee  his  brother's  note  there  was  no  binding 
agreement  existing  between  him  and  appellant  to  take  the 
land  and  repay  the  advances.  There  existed  a  mere  void 
promise  in  that  regard.  It  would  seem  to  logically  follow 
that  the  agreement  as  to  the  note  was  collateral,  as  the  court 
found,  and  within  sec.  2307  of  the  statute  of  frauds  (Stats. 
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1898).  While  it  does  not  clearly  appear  that  the  learned 
circuit  judge  thus  reached  a  conclusion  we  apprehend  that  he 
did,  and,  in  any  event,  it  seems  that  such  conclusion  is  the 
necessary  result  of  the  facts  found  and  the  law  as  laid  down 
in  the  decisions  of  this  court. 

Error  is  claimed  because  the  court  allowed  judgment  to 
go  in  favor  of  respondent  Agnes  G.  Stumpf  for  costs  although 
no  personal  claim  was  made  against  her,  she  being  joined  as 
a  defendant,  as  the  wife  of  Charles  Stumpf.  At  the  worst 
that  was  a  mere  harmless  irregularity.  The  two  defendants 
joined  in  answering  the  complaint.  They  appeared  by  the 
same  attorneys.  So  far  as  we  can  discover  the  costs  were  no 
greater  than  they  would  have  been  had  judgment  been  ren- 
dered therefor  in  favor  of  Charles  Stumpf  only. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


Stefanowskt,  by  guardian  ad  litem.  Appellant,  vs.  Chain 
Belt  CoMPAirr,  Respondent. 

October  9— November  7,  190e. 

Master  and  servant:  Negligence:  Defective  machinery:  Injury  to 
servant  from  use  of  his  own  device:  Proximate  cause. 

Defects  in  the  drilling  machinery  with  which  plaintiff  was  ream- 
ing out  holes  in  links  for  chain  belts  caused  the  links  to  become 
heated  and  made  it  necessary  for  him  to  adjust  them  with  his 
fingers.  He  complained  thereof,  but  was  directed  to  go  back  to 
his  work  or  quit  He  accordingly  returned  to  the  work,  but 
constructed  a  device  of  his  own  invention,  consisting  of  a  wire 
hook  hung  by  a  loop  around  two  of  his  fingers,  with  which  to 
pull  the  links  from  the  machine.  There  was  no  likelihood  or 
danger  of  his  fingers  being  brought  in  contact  with  the  drill  if 
he  operated  it  in  any  manner  within  the  previous  knowledge 
or  experience  of  any  person;  but  the  wire  hook  attached  to  his 
fingers  was  caught  and  wound  around  the  driU  shaft  and  the 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


7]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  485 

Stefanowski  v.  Chain  Belt  Ck).  129  Wis.  484. 

fingers  were  pulled  off.  Held,  that  the  use  of  such  device  was 
the  efficient  cause  of  the  injury;  that  such  use  was  neither 
probable  nor  within  reasonable  anticipation;  and  hence  that 
the  defects  in  the  machine  were  not  proximately  connected  with 
the  injury  so  as  to  make  them  the  legal  cause  thereof. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Obben  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed, 

Plaintiff,  when  thirteen  and  one-half  years  of  age,  was  em- 
ployed in  the  factory  of  the  defendant,  which  was  engaged  in 
making  chain  belts  composed  of  U-shaped  links  joining  the 
jaws  of  one  to  the  base  of  another  by  a  transverse  bolt  run- 
ning through  holes  in  the  jaws  of  the  one  link  and  the  straight 
base  of  the  other.  These  links  were  about  two  inches  long 
and  two  inches  wide.  They  were  roughly  cast,  with  a  trans- 
verse hole  through  each  of  the  jaws  and  through  the  straight 
base,  and  plaintiff  was  set  to  work  with  a  drill  at  reaming  out 
these  holes.  The  machine  had  a  table  on  which  the  link  was 
placed,  and  from  above  descended  a  vertical  revolving  shaft 
having  at  the  lower  end  a  sharpened  drill,  rapidly  revolving, 
which  penetrated  these  holes  and  smoothed  them.  Upon  the 
table  was  a  jig  or  bar  of  iron  calculated  to  just  fit  within  the 
jaws  of  the  link  and  to  hold  it  ripd  so  that  the  descending 
drill  would  exactly  strike  and  penetrate  the  holes.  The  drill 
was  caused  to  descend  by  pulling  upon  a  lever  with  the  left 
hand  of  the  operator.  The  link  was  placed  upon  the  jig  with 
the  right  hand  of  the  operator,  who,  under  most  circum- 
stances, was  also  required  to  squirt,  from  an  ordinary  oil  can, 
water  upon  the  drill  to  keep  it  from  heating.  Plaintiff's  tes- 
timony tends  to  show  that  the  jig  on  the  machine  in  question 
had  become  somewhat  worn  so  that  it  did  not  hold  the  link 
in  perfect  position,  but  needed  the  aid  of  his  hands ;  also  that 
the  water  can  worked  badly  so  that  the  process  of  drilling 
made  the  link  too  hot  to  be  comfortably  touched  with  bare 
fingers ;  also  it  is  claimed  that  the  drill  supplied  him  had  been 
worn  so  short  that  it  would  not  reach  the  hole  in  the  lower 


Digitized  by 


Google 


486  SUPREME  COURT  'OF  WISCONSIN.       [Nov. 

Stefanowski  v.  Chain  Belt  Ck).  129  Wis.  481. 

jaw  of  the  link  when  in  position,  so  that  after  drilling  a  hole 
in  one  jaw  the  link  had  to  be  withdrawn,  turned  over,  and 
again  pushed  onto  the  jig  in  order  to  bore  the  hole  in  the 
other  jaw.  Plaintiffs  fingers  became  sore  from  repeated 
contact  with  the  hot  links.  He  complained  of  the  situation 
and  of  this  trouble  and  asked  to  be  put  at  other  work,  but  was 
commanded  to  go  back  to  this  work  or  go  home.  He  accord- 
ingly returned  to  the  work,  and  at  noon  constructed  a  device 
of  his  own  invention,  consisting  of  a  small  wire  one  end  of 
which  he  bent  at  right  angles  to  constitute  a  hook  to  insert 
in  the  hole  through  the  base  of  the  link  to  pull  it  away  from 
the  machine.  At  the  other  end  he  bent  the  wire  into  a  loop 
to  fit  round  the  two  middle  fingers  so  as  to  hang  there  during 
other  operations  with  the  right  hand,  thus  avoiding  delay  of 
laying  the  hook  down  and  picking  it  up  each  time.  This 
wire,  as  it  was  attached  to  the  fingers,  was  necessarily  brought 
into  close  proximity  to  the  vortical  revolving  drill  in  each 
operation  of  turning  over  the  link  and  reinserting  it  on  the 
jig.  After  about  a  half  hour's  use  it  caught  thereon,  and 
the  wire  was  rapidly  wound  around  the  drill  shaft,  and 
plaintiffs  two  middle  fingers  pulled  off. 

After  trial  and  overruling  motions  for  nonsuit  and  for  di- 
rection of  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  the  jury  found 
a  special  verdict  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff  was  not  sufficiently 
instructed  of  danger,  and  had  not  sufficient  knowledge  to 
comprehend  the  risk  of  the  ^dre  hook  used  by  him,  and  was 
not  guilty  of  any  want  of  ordinary  care;  that  the  drill  press 
was  defective  and  defendant  charged  with  knowledge  thereof ; 
and,  in  answer  to  the  seventh  question,  that  the  insufficient 
condition  of  the  drill  press  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
plaintiffs  injury.  Plaintiff's  motion  for  judgment  was  de- 
nied, and  defendant's  motion  to  reverse  the  answer  to  the 
seventh  question  was  granted,  and  judgment  rendered  in  fa- 
vor of  the  defendant,  from  which  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Loyal  H,  McCarthy 
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and  Charles  G.  Woolcoch,  attorneys,  and  W.  8.  Frazier,  of 
counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr,  Woolcock.  To  the  point 
that  the  defective  condition  of  the  machine  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury,  they  cited  Goolidge  v.  Eallauer,  126  Wis. 
244;  Winchel  v.  Goodyear,  126  Wis.  271,  276;  Darcey  v. 
Farmers'  L.  Co.  87  Wis.  245 ;  Shepherd  v,  MortonrEdgar  L. 
'Co.  116  Wis.  522;  Yess  v.  Chicago  B.  Co.  124  Wis.  406; 
Cleveland  R.  M.  Co.  v.  Corrigan.  (Ohio)  3  L.  R.  A.  385,  390 ; 
Siegel,  Cooper  &  Co.  v.  Trcha,  218  111.  559,  2  L.  E.  A.  n.  s. 
647 ;  Block  v.  Milwaukee  St.  R.  Co.  89  Wis.  371. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Roemer  &  Aarons, 
and  oral  argument  by  J.  H.  Roemer. 

Dodge,  J.  The  sole  error  assigned  is  that  the  court  held, 
as  matter  of  law,  that  the  defective  condition  of  the  drill  was 
not  the  proximate  cause  of  plaintiffs  injury,  against  which 
holding  appellant's  counsel  presents  a  forcible  and  plausible 
argument.  While  every  act  or  event  without  which  some  re- 
sult would  not  have  been  reached  is,  in  colloquial  sense,  a 
cause  thereof,  not  every  such  act  or  event  is  the  legal  cause 
of  the  injurious  result  in  the  law  of  torts.  That  legal  proxi- 
mate cause  which,  when  it  involves  negligence  of  another,  re- 
sults in  his  liability  has  been  often  defined  and  last  carefully 
discussed  in  the  two  opinions  in  Winchel  v.  Goodyear,  126 
Wis.  271,  105  N.  W.  824.  The  proximate  legal  cause  is  that 
acting  first  and  producing  the  injury,  either  immediately  or 
by  setting  other  events  in  motion,  all  constituting  a  natural 
and  continuous  chain  of  events,  each  having  a  close  causal 
connection  with  its  immediate  predecessor,  the  final  event  in 
the  chain  immediately  effecting  the  injury  as  a  natural  and 
probable  result  of  the  cause  which  first  acted,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances that  the  person  responsible  for  the  first  event 
should,  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  and  intelligent  person,  have 
reasonable  ground  to  expect  at  the  moment  of  his  act  or  de- 
fault that  an  injury  to  some  person  might  probably  result 
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therefrom.  The  act  of  one  creating  a  peril  may  none  the  less 
be  the  legal  cause  of  an  injury  to  another  because  of  inter- 
/^ening  events  which  might  or  might  not  take  place,  provided 
such  events  are  natural  and  probable,  and  provided  the  prob- 
ability of  injury  might  be  reasonably  anticipated.  In  both 
the  Winchel  v.  Goodyear  and  Yess  v.  Chicago  B.  Co.  (12-i 
Wis.  406,  102  N.  W.  932)  cases  the  intervening  event  was  a 
slipping  of  the  person  injured  by  reason  of  surrounding  con- 
ditions, thus  bringing  himself  within  the  peril  which  the  de- 
fendant had  created,  and  it  was  held  that  such  events  might, 
by  a  jury,  be  considered  natural  and  probable  imder  aU  the 
circumstances.  A  similar  holding  was  made  in  Morey  v. 
Lake  Superior  T.  &  T.  Co.  125  Wis.  148,  103  N.  W^.  271, 
where  the  intervening  event  was  a  fainting  or  falling  of  the 
injured  person  caused  by  fright  at  the  sudden  apparition  of 
an  unnotified  and  negligently  rapid  railroad  train.  In  the 
last-cited  case,  at  page  155  (103  N.  W.  273),  was  adopted  a 
carefully  framed  description  of  such  an  intervening  event  as 
will  break  the  chain  of  legal  proximity  between  an  earlier 
negligent  act  and  the  injury : 

"Whenever  a  new  cause  intervenes  which  is  not  a  conse- 
quence of  the  first  wrongful  cause,  which  is  not  imder  the 
control  of  the  wrongdoer,  which  could  not  have  been  foreseen 
by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  by  the  wrongdoer,  and 
except  for  which  the  final  injurious  consequences  would  not 
have  happened,  then  such  injurious  consequences  must  be 
deemed  too  remote  to  constitute  the  basis  of  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion." 

The  question  here  presented  is  whether  the  use  by  plaintiff 
of  the  wire  hook  could,  by  any  reasonable  mind,  be  deemed 
such  a  natural  and  probable  event  so  that  a  chain  of  legal 
causation  between  the  defective  condition  of  defendant's  drill 
and  the  injury  to  plaintiff's  fingers  was  unbroken.  Of 
course  we  are  not  advanced  much  toward  an  answer  to  this 
inquiry  by  the  obvious  fact  that,  but  for  the  use  of  such  wire, 
the  injury  would  not  have  happened.     It  is  equally  true  that 
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l)ut  for  the  fainting  or  slipping  in  the  eases  just  mentioned 
the  injury  would  not  have  oecurred ;  and  yet  it  is  doubtless 
•essential  to  a  holding  that  the  use  of  the  wire,  instead  of  be- 
ing one  of  a  chain  of  natural  and  probable  events,  was  in  fact 
the  legal  cause  of  the  injury,  that  we  should  discover  that  the 
injury  would  not  have  happened  without  it;  therefore  it  is 
l)roper  to  mention  that  entirely  obvious  fact.  Another  fact 
which  is  of  some  cogency,  though  not  in  all  cases  conclusive, 
is  that  there  was  no  close  causal  connection  between  the  de- 
fective drill  and  the  use  of  the  wire  invented  by  the  plaintiff 
and  used  upon  his  own  volition.  But  causation  of  every  act, 
-circumstance,  or  condition  which  participates  in  the  chain  of 
events  leading  to  the  injurious  result  need  not  be  by  the  event 
■or  act  which  is  held  the  proximate  cause,  for  in  both  the  Yess 
and  ^yinchel  Cases  the  slipping  of  the  plaintiff  was  in  no  wise 
caused  by  the  defect  in  the  machine  from  which  he  suffered. 
Their  efficacy  was  merely  to  bring  about  a  condition  subject- 
ing plaintiff  to  the  perils  negligently  created  by  the  defend- 
ants in  the  respective  cases,  acting  naturally  and  probably. 
It  does,  however,  appear  in  the  present  case  that  in  the  opera- 
tion of  the  drill  in  question  there  was  no  likelihood  or  danger 
of  plaintiff's  fingers  being  brought  in  contact  therewith  if  he 
operated  it  in  any  manner  within  the  knowledge  or  experi- 
ence of  any  person ;  that  the  only  way  in  which  his  fingers 
were  in  fact  brought  into  that  peril  was  by  reason  of  the  use 
of  a  device  unique  and  unprecedented,  and  which  cannot  but 
be  considered  the  result  of  very  imusual  ingenuity  and  inven- 
tion by  the  plaintiff  himself.  So  far  as  appears  by  the  evi- 
dence, no  one  had  ever  thought  of  using  a  hook  for  pulling 
the  links  away  from  the  machine;  but  that  is  not  all  of  the 
peculiarity  involved  in  plaintiff's  device.  A  mere  hook  which 
was  to  be  laid  dovm  pending  the  other  operations  with  the 
right  hand,  and  picked  up  again  when  used,  would  not  have 
brought  about  the  injury,  but  it  would  have  been  inconsistent 
^ith  the  rapidity  with  which  the  operations  of  the  insertion, 
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tuniing,  and  removal  of  the  links  needed  to  be  performed. 
To  obviate  this  latter  difficulty  plaintiff's  invention  went  to- 
the  extent  of  devising  a  loop  on  one  end  to  place  over  his  fin- 
gers in  such  a  position  that  the  hook  end  would  be  out  of  the 
way  while  he  was  manipulating  the  links  with  his  fingers, 
and  yet  not  involve  the  delay  of  laying  it  down  and  picking 
it  up  again.  But  it  was  this  very  circumstance  of  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  wire  with  this  loop,  so  that  in  a  certain  position 
of  his  hand  it  was  brought  into  close  proximity  to  the  vertical 
shaft  of  the  drill,  that  enabled  it  to  come  in  contact  with  that 
revolving  shaft  and  thus  tear  away  his  fingers.  Obviously 
here  was  such  novelty  of  invention  as  would  almost,  if  not 
quite,  satisfy  the  most  hypercritical  patent  examiner.  Surely 
it  cannot  be  that  an  event  which  never  occurred  before  in 
years  of  human  experience,  and  which  could  not  happen  with- 
out what  amounts  to  a  spasm  of  inventive  genius  in  an  inex- 
perienced boy,  is  either  probable  or  within  reasonable  antici- 
pation. The  contrast  presented  by  Coolidge  v.  Halhuer,  12 & 
Wis.  244,  105  N.  W.  568,  is  instructive.  There,  the  inter- 
vening act  or  event  which  immediately  rendered  the  defect  in 
a  lathe  efficient  to  injure,  was  the  application  of  a  file  by  the 
injured  man,  but  that  act  was  one  known  by  the  employer  to- 
be  customary  and  frequent  with  operatives,  and  the  file  had- 
been  provided  for  that  purpose.  Further  interestingly  in- 
stinictive  cases  have  been  gathered  by  respondent's  counsel. 
Nelson  v.  Narraganseti  E.  L.  Co.  26  R.  I.  258,  58  Atl.  802; 
Stephenson  v.  Corder,  71  Kan.  475,  80  Pac.  938 ;  Fishburn 
V.  B.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  127  Iowa,  483,  103  N.  W.  481 ;  Cordetr 
V.  Am.  Exp.  Co.  87  Me.  352,  32  Atl.  965 ;  Pryor  v.  L.  &  N. 
R.  Co.  90  Ala.'  32,  8  South.  55 ;  E.  T.,  Y.  &  0.  R.  Co.  v. 
Reynolds,  93  Ga.  570,  20  S.  E.  70 ;  McFarlane  v.  Sullivan^ 
99  Wis.  361,  74  N.  W.  559,  75  N.  W.  71 ;  Holdridge  v.  Men- 
denhall,  108  Wis.  1,  5,  83  N.  W.  IIOQ. 

We  conclude  that  the  trial  court  correctly  decided  that  the 
evidence  conclusively  established  that  the  act  of  the  plaintiff 
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in  using  the  wire  device  was  the  efficient  cause  of  the  injury, 
and  that  it  was  neither  probable  nor  within  reasonable  antici- 
pation of  an  ordinarily  prudent  and  intelligent  person,  and, 
as  a  result,  that  the  defects  in  the  drill  were  not  proximately 
connected  with  the  injury  so  as  to  make  them  the  legal  cause 
thereof. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


Beckee,  Respondent,  vs.  Bluemel,  imp..  Appellant. 

October  ^—Noveml)er  7,  1906, 

Mortgages:  Potoer  of  agent  for  collection:  Payment:  Discharge:  Tak- 
ing new  mortgage:  Assignment:  Consideration:  Colorable  book 
entrifs:  Estoppel. 

1.  An  agent  for  the  coUection  of  a  note  and  mortgage  cannot,  unless 

BpeciaUy  authorized,  take  anything  except  money  In  payment. 

2.  A  note  and  recorded  mortgage  for  |850,  given  to  one  K.,  were 

assigned,  but  the  assignment  was  not  recorded.  The  assignee 
placed  them  In  the  hands  of  an  agent  for  collection,  who  there^ 
after  accepted  as  payment  thereof  a  new  note  and  mortgage 
running  to  K.  for  the  same  amount  from  grantees  of  the  origi- 
nal mortgagor.  The  old  securities  were  surrendered,  a  satis- 
faction being  executed  by  the  agent  as  attorney  in  fact  for  K., 
but  not  recorded.  The  agent  had  theretofore  collected  |800 
for  the  defendant  J.  B.,  and  had  been  authorized  to  reloan  it. 
Ui>on  payment  of  an  additional  |50  by  J.  B.  the  new  note  and 
mortgage  were' assigned  to  her.  The  agent  did  not  then  have 
the  |800  collected  for  J.  B.  and  was  in  fact  insolvent.  No 
moneys  other  than  said  |50  were  in  fact  received  or  paid  by  the 
agent  on  account  of  the  transaction,  but  colorable  entries  were 
made  on  his  books  crediting  the  holder  of  the  original  note 
and  mortgage  with  $850,  as  proceeds  of  the  new  note  and  mort- 
gage, and  to  the  effect  that  |850  of  the  money  of  J.  B.  had  been 
paid  to  the  new  mortgagors  and  a  like  sum  collected  from  them 
in  payment  of  the  original  note  and  mortgage.  There  was  no 
proof  that  J.  B.  had  been  informed  that  the  original  mortgage 
had  been  discharged.    Held,  that  the  original  note  and  mort- 
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gage  had  not  been  paid,  but  were  valid,  subsisting  securities; 
that  the  holder  thereof  was  not  estopped  to  assert  his  rights 
thereunder  as  against  J.  B.;  and  that  the  new  note  and  mort- 
gage were  void  in  the  hands  of  J.  B.,  there  having  been  no  con- 
sideration for  them  or  for  their  assignment  to  her. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  IVIilwau- 
kee  coimty :  Lawrence  W.  Haxsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed. 

Action  to  foreclose  a  real-estate  mortgage.  On  May  10, 
1900,  Herman  J.  Lindenmann  gave  a  mortgage  on  real  estate 
he  then  owned  to  secure  his  note  for  $850,  payable  to  the  or- 
der of  Mary  Kurth.  C.  W.  Milbrath,  as  her  attorney  in 
fact,  imder  power  of  attorney  giving  authority  to  make  an  as- 
signment of  this  note  and  mortgage,  transferred  them  by 
written  agreement  to  Elizabeth  Becker,  plaintiff's  wife.  This 
assignm^it  has  not  been  recorded,  and  is  either  lost  or  de- 
stroyed. On  August  21,  1905,  Elizabeth  Becker  transferred 
this  note  and  mortgage  by  written  assignment  to  the  plaintiff. 
This  assignment  is  unrecorded.  After  the  giving  of  this 
mortgage  Lindenmann  conveyed  the  premises,  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  to  Charles  Eisner,  who  on  June  21,  1900,  conveyed 
them  by  warranty  deed  to  the  defendants  Haase  and  Qrube, 
the  grantees  assuming  payment  of  the  debt  secured  by  this 
mortgage  on  the  land.  The  note  matured  May  10,  1905.  On 
May  19,  1905,  plaintiff,  as  agent  of  his  wife,  Elizabeth 
Becker,  delivered  this  note  and  mortgage  to  the  C.  W.  Mil- 
brath Company  for  collection.  The  Milbrath  Company  had 
acted  as  collecting  agents  for  her  of  like  secured  claims,  and, 
whenever  so  directed,  reloaned  the  proceeds  and  gave  releases 
to  the  paying  debtors. 

In  the  month  of  March,  1905,  the  Milbrath  Company  re- 
ceived $800  for  the  defendant  Johanna  Bluemel.  This  was 
paid  to  it  on  a  note  and  mortgage  then  due  and  owned  by  her 
and  in  the  hands  of  the  Milbrath  Company  for  collection. 
Under  an  agreement  with  her  the  company  was  authorized  to 
reloan  the  money  on  real  estate  for  her.     The  Milbrath  Com- 
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pany  entered  the  receipt  of  this  money  in  their  books  of  ac- 
count in  the  name  of  Johanna  Bluemel  under  "Bills  Pay- 
able," and  as  received  from  the  mortgagor  of  the  loan.  Jo- 
hanna Bluemel  never  received  this  money,  or  any  part  there- 
of, from  the  Milbrath  Company. 

About  May  25,  1905,  Herman  J.  Lindenmann,  the  maker 
of  the  note  and  mortgage  now  sought  to  be  enforced  by  plaint- 
iff, agreed  with  the  Milbrath  Company,  for  himself  and  the 
defendants  Haase  and  Grube,  the  present  owners  of  the  land 
covered  by  plaintiff's  mortgage,  that  the  present  owners 
should  execute  a  new  note  for  $850  and  a  new  mortgage  on 
the  same  lands  securing  its  payment,  and  that  such  note  and 
mortgage  should  be  received  by  the  Milbrath  Company  as 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  note 'and  mortgage.  Pursuant  to 
such  agreement,  on  May  25,  1905,  Haase  and  Grube  made  a 
note  for  $850  payable  after  five  years  to  Mary  Kurth,  and 
gave  a  mortgage  on  the  same  premises  to  Mary  Kurth  to  se- 
cure its  payment.  This  note  and  mortgage  they  delivered 
to  Herman  J.  Lindenmann.  He  delivered  them  to  the  Mil- 
brath Company  under  the  arrangement  with  its  officers  that 
such  note  and  mortgage  should  be  received  by  them  in  pay- 
ment of  plaintiff's  note  and  mortgage,  which  they  then  held 
for  collection  as  agents  of  plaintiff's  wife,  Elizabeth  Becker. 
Upon  receipt  from  Lindenmann  by  the  Milbrath  Company  of 
the  Haase  and  Grube  note  and  mortgage,  the  Milbrath  Com- 
pany, as  attorney  in  fact  for  Mary  Kurth,  on  May  25,  1905, 
executed  a  satisfaction  of  the  note  and  mortgage  now  sued 
on  by  plaintiff  and  delivered  the  note  and  mortgage  to  Lin- 
denmann, who  ever  since  has  kept  them  and  the  satisfaction 
piece  in  his  possession  without  placing  the  satisfaction  on  rec- 
ord. 

The  Milbrath  Company,  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  had 
an  account  upon  its  ledger  in  the  name  of  Elizabeth  Becker, 
and  therein  credited  her  with  $850  as  the  proceeds  of  the 
Haase  and  Grube  note  and  mjortgage^  debited  their  "loan  ac- 
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coimt^^  on  the  books  with  a  like  sum,  specifying  that  it  per- 
tained to  a  loan  of  ''Joharma  Bluemel,"  and  made  other  book 
entries  to  the  effect  that  they  had  paid  $860  of  the  money  of 
Johanna  Bluemel  to  Haase  and  Grube,  and  that  they  had  col- 
lected from  Haase  and  Grube  a  like  sum  in  payment  of  plaint- 
iff's note  and  mortgage.  No  money  was  in  fact  received  or 
paid  by  the  Milbrath  Company  on  accoimt  of  this  transac- 
tion, except  the  sum  of  $50  paid  to  it  by  Johanna  Bluemel, 
and  these  entries  were  in  fact,  except  as  to  the  $50,  mere 
colorable  book  entries.  At  the  time  of  these  transactions,  on 
or  about  May  25,  1905,  the  Milbrath  Company  did  not  have 
the  $800  collected  by  them  in  March,  1905,  for  Johanna 
Bluemel,  and  it  was  in  fact  insolvent.  It  was  owing  to  its 
clients,  who  had  given  it  money  to  invest,  an  amount  exceed- 
ing $5,000.  The  cash  it  had  at  this  time  was  deposited  to 
the  personal  account  of  C.  W.  Milbrath,  an  officer  of  the  com- 
pany, and  was  somewhere  between  $200  and  $300  in  amount. 
The  company's  financial  condition  did  not  improve  up  to  the 
time  it  went  into  bankruptcy  on  the  following  August  18, 
1905. 

The  note  and  mortgage  for  $850,  given  by  Haase  and 
Grube  on  May  25,  1905,  and  delivered  to  the  Milbrath  Com- 
pany by  Lindenmann  in  the  manner  above  related,  were  as- 
signed by  the  company,  in  the  name  of  C.  W.  Milbrath  as 
attorney  in  fact  for  Mary  Kurth,  to  Johanna  Bluemel,  and 
an  instrument  of  assignment,  together  with  such  note  and 
mortgage,  was  delivered  to  her,  and  such  assignment  was  duly 
recorded  August  19,  1905.  The  transfer  of  the  Haase  and 
Grube  note  and  mortgage  was  conducted  by  the  officers  of 
the  Milbrath  Company  for  Johanna  Blueinel.  None  of  the 
defendants  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  rights  of  Elizabeth 
Becker  or  of  the  assignment  of  the  note  and  mortgage  sued 
on.  Elizabeth  Becker  and  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  transactions  respecting  the  execution, .  delivery,  and  as- 
signment of  the  note  and  mortgage  of  Haase  and  Grube  given 
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May  25,  1905,  nor  of  the  satisfaction  and  delivery  to  Linden- 
mann  of  the  note  and  mortgage  sued  on. 

The  court  found  that  the  plaintiff's  note  and  mortgage  had 
never  been  paid  or  discharged,  and  that  notice  of  lis  pendens 
was  duly  filed  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  August  23, 
1905,  and  decreed  that  the  full  amount  of  the  principal  and 
interest  due  on  the  note  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  that 
foreclosure  of  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  defend- 
ants in  and  to  the  lands  be  had,  that  Herman  J.  Lindenmann 
deliver  the  note  and  mortgage  to  the  clerk  of 'the  court  for  the 
^ise  of  the  plaintiff  and  Johanna  Bluemel,  that  the  satisfac- 
tion of  them  as  executed  by  C.  W.  Milbrath,  as  attorney  in 
fact  for  Mary  Kurth,  be  canceled  and  held  for  naught,  and 
the  Haase  and  Grube  note  and  mortgage,  now  held  by  Jo- 
Jianna  Bhuemel,  to  be  without  consideration  and  void,  and 
that  they  should  be  canceled.  From  this  judgment  Johanna 
Bluemel  appeals. 

Edgar  L.  Wood,  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Turner,  Hunter, 
Pease  &  Turner,  and  oral  argument  by  (7.  F.  Hunter. 

SiEBECKEE,  J.  The  appellant  assails  the  finding  of  the 
<K>urt  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff's  noto  and  mortgage  were 
not  paid  by  the  acceptance  of  the  new  note  and  mortgage 
given  by  Haase  and  Grube  and  delivered  to  the  Milbrath 
Company.  It  is  beyond  question  that  the  Milbrath  Company, 
:as  plaintiff's  agent  for  the  collection  of  the  note  and  mort- 
gage, was  restricted  to  receiving  payment  of  them  in  money. 
They  had  no  authority  to  receive  payment  in  any  other  way. 
The  claim  that  the  course  of  dealing  between  them  and  Eliza-. 
l)eth  Becker,  before  they  imdertook  the  collection  of  this  note, 
shows  that  they  had  full  power  to  deal  with  defendant's  note 
and  mortgage  as  owners,  is  not  sustained.  It  is  apparent  that 
their  authority  to  deal  with  these  securities  was  limited  to 
tthat  of  collection  agents,  imder  which  they  could  receive 
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T^ayment  of  them  only  in  money.  We  must  then  ascertain 
whether  the  finding  that  nothing  was  in  fact  paid  to  them  as 
such  agents,  except  the  sum  of  $50  paid  by  appellant  on  May 
25,  1905,  is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

The  contention  is  that  the  Milbrath  Company  had  collected 
$800  in  money  for  appellant  in  the  month  of  March  and  held 
it  for  her  to  reloan  it,  and  that  the  books  of  accounts  show 
that  they,  as  agents  of  Mrs.  Bluemel,  applied  this  sum  and 
the  $50  delivered  to  them  by  her  to  the  payment  of  plaintiff's 
note.  While  the  book  entries  which  are  relied  on  tend  to  show 
such  a  transaction,  yet  the  facts  established  by  the  other  evi- 
dience  in  the  case  are  that  the  Milbrath  Company,  at  the  time 
of  surrendering  plaintiff's  note  and  mortgage  to  Lindenmann 
on  May  25,  1905,  accepted  the  Haase  and  Grube  note  and 
mortgage  as  payment  of  them,  and  that  the  officers  of  this 
company  did  not  at  any  time  thereafter  pay  the  $800  of  ap- 
pellant's money  in  consideration  of  transferring  the  Haase 
and  Grube  securities  to  her.  The  Milbrath  Company  did  not 
have  on  hand  the  $800  which  they  had  collected  for  appellant 
in  the  preceding  March,  and  they  could  not,  therefore,  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  payment  of  plaintiff's  note  and  mortgage, 
apply  this  money  in  payment  of  them  as  claimed  upon  their 
books  of  accounts.  Under  the  facts  and  circumstances  these 
are  mere  colorable  entries  and  amount  to  a  bookkeeping  trans- 
fer of  appellant's  credit  to  Elizabeth  Becker.  This,  of  course, 
did  not  operate  as  a  payment  of  plaintiff's  note  and  mort- 
gage. The  court's  conclusion  that  the  Milbrath  Company  was 
insolvent  at  the  time  of  these  transactions  is  fully  warranted 
by  the  evidence.  Large  sums  intrusted  to  the  company  to 
be  loaned  for  its  clients  had  been  converted  by  the  officers  to 
the  use  of  the  company,  and  it  was  unable  to  pay  them,  and 
soon  thereafter  was  forced  into  bankruptcy.  The  plaintiff's 
mortgage  was  recorded  long  before  appellant's  mortgage  was 
made  and  recorded,  and  remained  unsatisfied  of  record  up  to 
the  time  this  action  was  commenced.  There  is  no  proof  show- 
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ing  that  appellant  had  been  informed  that  this  mortgage  was 
discharged.  Her  agents,  the  officers  of  the  Milbrath  Company, 
had  actual  notice  that  it  was  a  subsisting  mortgage  and  had 
not  in  fact  been  paid  at  the  time  they  assigned  the  Haase  and 
Grube  securities  to  her.  It  is  obvious  from  these  facts  that 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  insist  upon  his  mortgage  security  and 
to  enforce  it  in  this  action. 

Exception  is  urged  to  the  point,  found  by  the  court,  that 
the  assignment  of  the  Haase  and  Grube  mortgage  to  appellant 
was  without  consideration  and  therefore  void.  From  the 
foregoing  facts  it  is  clear  that  the  assignment  was  based  on 
the  transaction  through  which  they  sought  to  effect  payment 
of  plaintiff's  note  by  the  application  of  appellant's  credit*  for 
the  $800  of  her  money  they  had  collected.  Since  the  accom- 
plishment of  that  object  failed  for  the  reasons  above  stated, 
it  must  necessarily  follow  that  Haase  and  Grube  received  no 
consideration  for  the  note  and  mortgage  they  made  in  favor 
of  Mary  Kurth  and  which  they  delivered  to  Lindenmann  in 
payment  of  the  note  and  mortgage  in  question.  Xor  was 
there  consideration  for  its  subsequent  assignment  by  the  Mil- 
brath Company  to  appellant.  Upon  these  facts  the  court  de- 
clared the  note  and  mortgage  void  in  appellant's  hands. 

It  is  urged  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  applied  in 
Marling  v.  Nommensen,  127  Wis.  363,  106  N.  W.  844,  and 
the  other  cases  cited,  has  application  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
instant  case.  We  discover  no  similarity  in  the  facts  of  this 
case  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  there  presented,  and  hence 
no  basis  for  the  application  of  the  rule.  There  is  no  reversi- 
ble error  in  the  case. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
Vol.  129  —  32 
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Zahorka.  and  others,  Appellants,  vs.  Geith,  Respondent 

Octol)er  10— November  7,  1906, 

<1)  Appeal  to  supreme  court:  Notice^  how  directed  and  served.  (2)  Ap- 
peal from  county  court:  Undertaking,  (8-6)  Divorce:  Jurisdic- 
tion: Proof  of  service  by  publication:  Order  for  publication 
i4)ithin  reasonable  time  after  affidavit:  Neglect  to  enter  judg- 
ment after  order  therefor:  Subsequent  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc. 

1.  The  notice  of  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court,  under  sec.  8049» 

Stats.  1898,  need  not  be  in  form  directed  to  the  clerk  of  the  cir- 
cuit court;  and  the  filing  of  such  notice  with  said  clerk  is  a  suf- 
ficient service  upon  him. 

2.  On  appeal  from  a  county  court  to  the  circuit  court,  an  undertak- 

ing conforming  strictly  to  sec.  4032,  Stats.  1898,  and  approved 
as  to  form,  amount,  and  sufficiency  of  sureties  by  the  county 
court,  was  sufficient  to  give  the  circuit  court  Jurisdiction,  al- 
though it  did  not  run  "to  the  judge  of  the  county  court"  for  the 
security  and  benefit  of  all  persons  interested,  under  sec.  4013. 

3.  In  an  action  for  divorce,  where  the  mailing  of  copies  of  the  sum- 

mons and  complaint  to  defendant  had  been  ordered,  the  mere 
fact  that  an  affidavit  showing  such  mailing  was  not  on  file  did 
not  deprive  the  court  of  Jurisdiction  to  order  Judgment  of  di- 
vorce, where  copies  had  in  fact  been  mailed  as  ordered  and  an 
affidavit  showing  that  fact  was  subsequently  filed. 

4.  An  order  for  service  by  publication,  under  sec.  2640,  Stats.  1898, 

made  four  days  after  the  making  of  the  affidavit  therefor  and 
three  days  after  a  return  of  the  sheriff  that  defendant  could 
not  be  found,  is  held  to  have  followed  such  affidavit  *Vithin  a 
reasonable  time"  and  to  be  valid. 
.  6.  Where,  at  the  close  of  the  trial  of  an  action  for  divorce.  Judg- 
ment was  "ordered  for  plaintiff  and  against  defendant,"  and 
nothing  further  was  to  be  done  except  for  the  clerk  to  enter 
Judgment  in  obedience  to  such  direction,  but  the  clerk  failed  to 
perform  such  duty,  a  judgment  of  divorce  ordered  and  entered 
fourteen  years  later,  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  date  of  said  first 
order  for  Judgment,  was  binding  and  effectual  in  dissolving  the 
marriage  as  of  said  date. 

Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee coimty :  Obben  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Lenicheck,  Fair- 
child  &  Boesel,  and  oral  argument  by  F.  T.  Boesel. 
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For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
Nohl,  Nohl,  Po8S  £  Mangan. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  In  the  matter  of  admitting  to  probate 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  one  Carl  (Jeith,  deceased,  the 
-question  arose  whether  the  defendant  was  the  wife  of  the  tes- 
tator at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  hence  whether  she  was  en- 
titled to  the  rights  given  to  her  as  widow  by  the  statute.  The 
county  court  on  February  7,  1905,  foimd  as  matters  of  fact 
that  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  the  defendant  was  his 
wife,  and  thereupon  adjudged  that  as  his  widow  she  was  in- 
terested in  the  matter  and  a  statutory  heir  at  law  of  said  de- 
ceased; and  the  same  was  thereby  declared  to  be  fully  and 
finally  established  in  said  matter.  Thereupon  the  legatees 
and  devisees  named  in  said  will  and  heirs  at  law  of  said  de- 
<^ased  appealed  from  such  judgment  of  the  county  court  to 
the  circuit  court,  whereupon  the  question  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  the  wife  of  the  testator  was  retried  in  the  circuit 
court,  and  at  the  close  of  the  trial,  and  on  December  8,  1905, 
that  court  found  as  matters  of  fact,  in  effect,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  testator's  death  the  defendant  was  his  wife,  and  as  his 
widow  was  and  is  an  interested  party  in  the  probate  of 
such  will,  and  that  the  case  involves  the  deteimination  as  to 
whether  the  defendant  is  the  statutory  heir  of  said  deceased. 
As  conclusions  of  law  the  circuit  court  found  that  the  defend- 
ant was  the  lawful  widow  and  a  statutory  heir  at  law  of  said 
deceased  and  an  interested  party  in  the  matter  of  said  estate, 
and  her  heirship  and  interest  was  thereby  declared  to  be  f  uUy 
and  finally  established ;  that  the  order  and  judgment  of  the 
county  court  be  confirmed  in  each  and  every  respect ;  and  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  costs  and  disbursements  against 
such  devisees  and  their  sureties.  Judgment  was  ordered  to 
be  entered  accordingly.  From  the  judgment  so  entered  the 
heirs  at  law  and  legatees  and  devisees  named  in  said  will  ap- 
peal. 
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The  decision  of  the  case  turns  upon  the  question  whether 
the  defendant  was  divorced  from  her  former  husband  before 
she  married  the  testator.  It  appears  from  the  record  and  is 
undisputed  that  in  or  about  1870  the  defendant  married  one 
Aschback,  who  died  soon  after;  that  March  15,  1872  or  1873, 
the  defendant  married  one  Edward  Baehr  in  Germany ;  that 
in  1885  the  defendant  left  Baehr  and  came  to  the  United 
States,  where  she  has  since  resided;  that  June  17,  1890,  the 
defendant  began  an  action  for  divorce  against  Baehr  in  the 
circuit  court  on  the  ground  of  wilful  desertion;  that  June  18, 
1890,  the  sheriff  retiimed  the  summons  that  the  defendant 
therein,  Edward  Baehr,  could  not  be  found;  that  June  21, 
1890,  an  order  was  obtained  from  Judge  Johnson  in  such 
divorce  action  for  the  service  of  such  summons  by  publica- 
tion; that  August  18,  1890,  the  defendant  went  through  the 
form  of  marrying  the  testator,  but  there  is  no  claim  that  such 
marriage  was  valid;  that  on  September  6,  1890,  the  follow- 
ing action  by  the  circuit  court,  in  effect,  was  taken  and  en- 
tered of  record  in  the  divorce  action :  that  the  plaintiff,  Her- 
mine  Baehr,  now  comes  "by  her  attorneys,  and  no  one  ap- 
pearing for  the  defendant,"  Edward  Baehr,  "he  being  in  de- 
fault, upon  proofs  taken  in  open  court  judgment  is  ordered 
for  plaintiff  and  against  defendant."  December  8,  1894,  the 
defendant  in  this  action  was  married  to  the  testator. 

Some  time  in  1903  the  defendant  had  trouble  with  the  tes- 
tator and  left  him.  November  10,  1903,  the  testator  executed 
a  will  in  which  he  stated,  in  effect,  that  he  had  married  the 
defendant  as  his  second  wife,  but  that  at  the  time  of  such 
marriage  she  had  another  husband  living  in  Germany,  and 
hence  that  his  marriage  to  the  defendant  was  null  and  void, 
and  that  she  had  left  him,  and  consequently  he  was  at  liberty 
to  dispose  of  his  property  jo  his  children  and  grandchildren 
as  therein  expressed.  April  15,  1904,  the  testator  died,  leav- 
ing children  by  his  first  wife  and  grandchildren  by  some  of 
his  deceased  children.    May  16,  1904,  there  was  filed  in  the 
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divorce  action  an  affidavit  duly  verified  by  John  M.  Clarke, 
one  of  the  attorneys  of  record  for  Mrs.  Geidi,  the  plaintiff  in 
that  action,  wherein  it  was  stated,  in  effect,  that  on  June  21, 
1890,  he,  as  such  attorney,  deposited  in  the  postoffice  in  Mil- 
waukee a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  on  file  in  that 
action,  securely  inclosed  in  an  envelope,  the  postage  duly  paid 
thereon,  addressed  to  the  said  Edward  Baehr  at  his  postoffice 
at  Stargard,  Pomerania,  Grermany,  and  left  the  same  there 
to  be  carried  without  any  direction  to  the  postal  officers  upon 
such  wrapper  for  the  return  thereof  in  case  of  nondelivery  to 
the  person  addressed.  Said  Clarke  further  therein  stated 
that  he  was  informed  and  verily  believed  that  before  Sep- 
tember 6,  1890,  he  duly  filed  with  the  clerk  of  said  circuit 
court  a  proper  affidavit  showing  such  service  by  mailing; 
and  that  before  September  6,  1890,  the  said  Edward  Baehr 
was  duly  and  properly  served  by  publishing  the  summons 
and  by  mailing  the  summons  and  complaint  as  above  stated, 
all  in  accordance  with  the  order  of  the  court  in  the  divorce 
action.  May  19,  1904,  an  order  was  made  by  the  court  and 
entered  in  said  divorce  action,  which,  with  the  recitals  there- 
in, is  as  follows : 

"Upon  the  records  and  files  in  the  above-entitled  action, 
Nohl  &  Nohl  appearing  as  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  no  one 
appearing  to  oppose,  on  the  testimony  of  plaintiff  and  other 
witnesses  taken  in  open  court  May  16  and  May  18,  1904,  in 
addition  to  the  proofs  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  here- 
tofore taken  in  open  court  before  this  court,  it  satisfactorily 
appearing  from  such  testimony,  proof,  and  the  orders  hereto- 
fore made  in  the  above-entitled  action  that  the  summons  and 
complaint  in  the  above-entitled  action  have  been  duly  served 
on  the  above-named  defendant,  and  that  no  answer  or  demur- 
rer to  the  complaint  has  been  served  on  the  plaintiff  or  any 
person  representing  her  as  attorney ;  that  due  proofs  of  serv- 
ice of  such  summons  and  complaint  on  the  defendant  have 
been  made;  that  the  allegations  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
have  been  duly  proven;  that  the  plaintiff  has  resided  in  the 
state  of  Wisconsin  more  than  one  year  immediately  preced- 
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ing  the  commencement  of  the  above-entitled  action ;  that  the 
defendant  has  been  guilty  of  wilful  desertion  of  the  plaintiff 
for  more  than  one  year  immediately  preceding  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  and  has  failed  to  support  the 
plaintiff  for  a  period  of  five  years  immediately  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action  and  ever  since,  the  action  hav- 
ing been  submitted  to  the  court,  now,  upon  motion  of  Nohl  & 
Nohl  as  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  it  is  ordered  that  the  mar- 
riage contract  existing  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant be  and  hereby  is  dissolved,  and  said  plaintiff,  Hermine 
Baehr,  and  said  defendant,  Edward  Baehr,  be  and  they  here- 
by are  forever  divorced  from  the  bonds  of  matrimony  and 
freed  from  the  obligations  thereof  nimc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  6th 
day  of  September,  1890.  Let  judgment  be  entered  accord- 
ingly." 

Thereupon,  and  on  said  May  19,  1904,  judgment  was  en- 
tered in  said  divorce  action,  as  follows : 

"This  action  having  been  at  issue  and  having  been  heard 
before  the  above-named  court,  and  the  order  of  tie  court  hav- 
ing been  made  and  entered  wherein  and  whereby  the  court 
orders  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant, 
now,  upon  motion  of  Nohl  &  Nohl,  attorneys  for  the  plaint- 
iff, it  is  hereby  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the  marriage  con- 
tract existing  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  be  and 
hereby  is  dissolved ;  and  it  is  further  adjudged  and  decreed 
that  said  Hermine  Baehr  and  said  defendant,  Edward  Baehr, 
be  and  they  hereby  are  forever  divorced  from  the  bonds  of 
matrimony  and  freed  from  the  obligations  therein  nunc  pro 
tunc  as  of  the  6th  day  of  September,  1890. 

"By  the  court :  A.  A.  Wiebeb,  Clerk. '^ 

1.  The  claim  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  the  notice 
of  appeal  to  this  court  is  insufficient  and  gives  no  jurisdiction 
because  it  is  not  in  form  directed  to  the  clerk  of  the  circuit 
court  as  well  as  her  attorneys,  is  without  foundation.  The 
section  of  the  statute  relied  upon  does  not  require  that  it 
should  be  so  directed,  but  simply  that  such  notice  shall  be 
served  "on  the  adverse  party  and  on  the  clerk  of  the  court  in 
which  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from  is  entered.'' 
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I  ■ 

Sec.  3049,  Stats.  1898.  The  notice  in  question  was  duly  filed 
with  the  clerk,  and  must  therefore  be  deemed  to  have  been 
served  upon  him.  There  is  no  claim  that  it  was  not  duly 
served  on  the  defendant's  attorneys. 

So  the  claim  made  under  sec.  4013  of  the  Statutes,  that  the 
circuit  court  did  not  get  jurisdiction  because  on  the  appeal 
from  the  coimty  court  the  appellants  did  not  give  a  bond  nm- 
ning  "to  the  judge  of  the  county  court"  "for  the  security  and 
benefit  of  all  persons  interested,"  seems  to  be  without  merit. 
That  section  has  no  application  where  the  bond  or  undertak- 
ing is  "required  by  law  to  be  taken  to  the  adverse  party."  Id. 
Here  the  controversy  was  between  the  heirs  at  law  of  Carl 
Geith,  deceased,  named  as  legatees  and  devisees  in  his  will, 
and  this  defendant,  claiming  to  be  the  lawful  widow  of  said 
deceased.  Such  heirs  at  law,  on  their  appeal  from  the  county 
court  to  the  circuit  court  and  at  the  time  of  filing  their  notice 
of  appeal,  gave  and  filed  with  the  county  court  an  undertak- 
ing wherein  they  did  undertake  in  the  sum  of  $250  that  they 
would  diligently  prosecute  their  appeal  to  effect  and  to  pay 
all  damages  and  costs  which  might  be  awarded  against  them 
on  such  appeal  That  undertaking  was  "approved  as  to  form, 
amoimt,  and  sufficiency  of  sureties"  by  the  county  court. 
Such  undertaking  conformed  strictly  to  the  statute.  Sec. 
4032,  Stats.  1898.  It  was  called  for  by  the  nature  of  the 
controversy  and  was  certainly  sufficient  to  give  the  circuit 
court  jurisdiction.  (7.  &  /.  Michel  B.  Co.  v.  Estate  of  Wight- 
man,  97  Wis.  657,  73  K  W.  316;  Ellis  v.  Barron  Co.  Ill 
Wis.  576,  87  K  W.  552 ;  Kasson  v.  Estate  of  Brocker,  47 
Wis.  79, 1  N.  W.  418 ;  Charrrdey  v.  Charmley,  125  Wis.  297, 
301,  103  N.  W.  1106;  In  re  Box's  Will,  127  Wis.  264,  106 
K  W.  1063. 

2.  The  appellants  contend  that  the  circuit  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  September  6,  1890,  to  order  judgment  for  di- 
vorce for  the  reason  that  there  was  not  at  that  time  on  file 
therein  proof  that  a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  had 
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been  deposited  in  the  postoffice  as  required  by  the  statute. 
Subd.  4,  sec.  2642,  Stats.  1898.  The  answer  to  such  claim 
is,  as  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  statement,  that  such  proof 
consisting  of  an  affidavit  of  John  M.  Clarke,  one  of  the  attor- 
neys of  record  in  the  divorce  action,  was  placed  on  file  therein 
May  16,  1904,  and  showed  such  mailing  and  posting  June 
21,  1890.  This  court  has  recently  held  that  it  is  the  fact  of 
service  and  not  the  mere  proof  of  it  that  gives  the  court  ju- 
risdiction. Schmidt  v.  Stolowski,  126  Wis.  55,  105  N.  W. 
44.    In  that  case  it  was  expressly  held : 

"If  the  summons  was  in  fact  served  upon  defendants  the 
court  has  jurisdiction,  although  the  proof  of  service  be  faulty ; 
and  in  such  a  case  the  court  may,  even  after  judgment,  per- 
mit the  record  to  be  amended  so  as  to  show  the  service  actually 
made."  See  Estate  of  Newman,  75  Cal.  213,  16  Pac.  887, 
7  Am.  St  R  146. 

So  the  mere  fact  that  such  affidavit  showing  the  mailing 
and  posting  of  copies  of  the  simimons  and  complaint,  as  re- 
quired by  the  statute,  was  not  on  file  June  21,  1890,  did  not 
deprive  the  court  of  jurisdiction  to  order  judgment  in  the  di- 
vorce action  September  6,  1890. 

3.  It  is  claimed  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order 
judgment  September  6,  1890,  because  the  affidavit  for  publi- 
cation was  made  and  sworn  to  June  17,  1890,  and  the  com- 
plaint was  not  filed  or  the  order  of  publication  made  and  en- 
tered until  June  21,  1890.  Sec.  2640,  Stats.  1898.  June 
18,  1890,  the  sheriff  returned  that  the  defendant  in  the  di- 
vorce action  could  not  be  found,  and  three  days  afterwards 
the  complaint  was  filed  with  the  clerk  and  the  order  of  pub- 
lication made  and  entered  of  record  and  copies  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  mailed  and  posted.  This  court  has  held 
that  the  order  of  publication  must  follow  the  affidavit  for  the 
same  "within  a  reasonable  time."  Roosevelt  v.  Land  &  R, 
Co.  108  Wis.  653,  84  N.  W.  157;  Rochman  v.  AcTcermaft, 
109  Wis.  639;  Gallun  v.  Weil,  116  Wis.  236,  243,  92  N.  W. 
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1091.    In  the  case  at  bar  we  think  the  order  of  publication 
Avas  made  within  such  reasonable  time. 

4.  The  important  question  presented  is  whether  the  de- 
fendant in  this  action  had  been  divorced  from  her  former 
husband,  Edward  Baehr,  before  she  was  married  to  the  de- 
ceased, Carl  Geith,  December  8,  1894.  Of  course,  if  she  had 
not  been  so  divorced  before  such  marriage,  then  such  mar- 
riage was  "absolutely  void,  without  any  judgment  of  divorce 
or  other  legal  proceeding."  Sees.  2349,  2330,  Stats.  1898. 
In  obedience  to  such  statutes  this  court  has  so  declared. 
Williams  v.  Williams,  63  Wis.  58,  61,  23  K  W.  110.  Upon 
full  hearing  of  the  divorce  action  and  at  the  close  of  the  trial 
thereof,  the  circuit  court  on  September  6,  1890,  declared  that 
**judgment  is  ordered  for  plaintiff  and  against  defendant.*' 
This  is  claimed  to  be  a  mere  order  for  judgment,  which  did 
^*not  affect  the  status  of  the  parties  so  as  to  render  them  capa- 
ble of  contracting  marriage  with  others."  In  support  of  such 
claim  counsel  rely  on  State  v.  Eaton,  85  Wis.  587,  55  X.  W. 
890,  where  such  language  was  used.  That  was  a  criminal 
action  for  adultery,  and  this  court  also  held  that  "if  the  judg- 
ment, when  entered,  can  for  any  purpose  take  effect  from  the 
-date  of  the  order  therefor,  it  cannot  operate  to  make  an  act  a 
crime  which  was  not  so  when  committed,  or,  if  then  a  crime, 
to  make  it  one  of  a  higher  grade."  The  ruling  of  this  court 
in  that  case  seems  to  assume  that  when  such  judgment  of  di- 
vorce should  be  entered,  pursuant  to  such  order,  it  might  take 
effect  for  some  purposes  "from  the  date  of  the  order  there- 
for." It  has  been  held  that  "judgment  of  divorce,  after  being 
signed  by  judge  and  filed  with  clerk,  is  binding  upon  the  par- 
ties and  their  privies,  although  not  entered  by  the  clerk." 
Estate  of  Newman,  75  Cal.  213,  16  Pac.  887,  7  Am,  St.  R. 
146.    In  a  later  case  in  that  state  it  was  held : 

"Judgment  becomes  rendered  and  the  rights  of  che  parties 
<*stablished  at  the  time  the  court  pronounces  its  decision ;  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  its  validity  that  it  should  be  in  writing 
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or  signed  by  the  judge.  .  .  .  Judgment  of  divorce  becomes 
effective  at  the  time  of  its  rendition,  although  it  is  not  en- 
tered by  the  clerk  until  a  subsequent  date."  Estate  of  Cook, 
77  Cal.  220,  19  Pac.  431;  Allen  v.  Voje,  114  Wis.  1,  89 
N.  W.  924. 

In  ordering  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  de- 
fendant in  the  divorce  action  here  under  consideration  there 
was  no  claim  nor  mention  of  alimony  to  be  awarded  as  in  the 
divorce  action  considered  in  State  v.  Eaton,  supra.  There 
can  be  no  question  but  that  the  circuit  court,  in  the  language 
quoted  above,  pronounced  judgment  of  divorce  in  favor  of 
this  defendant  and  against  Edward  Baehr,  then  residing  in 
Germany.  Oerman  Am,  Bank  v.  Powell,  121  Wis.  575,  99 
N.  W.  222.  There  was  nothing  further  to  be  done  except  for 
the  clerk  to  enter  judgment  in  obedience  to  such  direction  of 
the  court.  The  court  had  fully  performed  its  judicial  func- 
tions.   The  clerk  failed  to  perform  his  duty  as  clerk. 

The  question  recurs  whether  upon  the  records  of  the  court 
and  the  proofs  taken  in  open  court  and  the  findings  of  the 
court  made  May  19,  1904,  as  to  the  facts  as  they  were  Sep- 
tember 6,  1890,  the  trial  court  was  justified  in  ordering  judg- 
ment in  the  divorce  action  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  September  6, 
1890,  and  whether  the  judgment  entered  May  19,  1904,  pur^ 
suant  to  such  order  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  September  6,  1890^ 
was  binding  and  effectual  in  dissolving  the  marriage  relation 
between  this  defendant  and  Edward  Baehr  as  of  September 
6,  1890.  After  careful  consideration  we  are  constrained  to 
hold  that  such  judgment  of  divorce  was  binding  and  effectual. 
Thus  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Freeman : 

"The  entry  of  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  is  always  proper 
when  a  judgment  has  been  ordered  by  the  court  but  the  clerk 
has  failed  or  neglected  to  copy  it  into  the  record.'^  1  Free- 
man, Judgm.  (4th  ed.)  §  61. 

In  support  of  such  proposition  he  cites,  among  other  cases, 
Howell  V.  Morlan,  78  111.  162;  People  ex  rel,  McCrea  v. 
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Quick,  92  HI.  680  ;Metzger  v.  Marley,  197  HL  208,  64  K  E. 
280 ;  Belkin  v.  Rhodes,  76  Mo.  643.  So,  on  the  authority  of 
the  Estate  of  Cook,  supra,  he  states : 

"If  a  judgment  of  divorce  has  been  rendered  which  the 
clerk  of  the  court  has  neglected  to  enter  until  after  the  death 
of  one  of  the  parties,  he  may  be  directed  to  enter  it  nunc  pra 
tunc  as  of  some  day  in  the  lifetime  of  the  decedent,  on  appli- 
cation of  one  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  cause,  and  when  en- 
tered it  becomes  operative  as  of  the  day  of  its  rendition,  and,, 
if  collaterally  drawn  in  question,  it  is  conclusive  as  to  all 
matters  of  evidence  necessary  to  its  validity.'^  1  Freeman, 
Judgm.  (4th  ed.)  §  61. 

So  in  1  Black,  Judgm.  (2d  ed.)  §  130,  it  is  said: 

"The  rule  is  that  in  any  case  where  the  court  did  actually 
render  a  formal  judgment,  but  the  same  has  not  been  entered 
on  the  record  in  consequence  of  any  accident  or  mistake,  or 
through  the  neglect  or  misprision  of  the  clerk,  the  court  has 
power  to  order  that  the  judgment  once  pronounced  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc,  upon  the  production  of  proper  evidence  to  es- 
tablish the  fact  of  the  judgment  and  to  show  its  terms  and 
character  and  the  relief  granted ;  and  this  may  be  done  after 
the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  was  orig- 
inally given." 

Many  cases  are  there  cited  in  support  of  the  proposition. 

We  must  hold  that  the  defendant  in  thi^  action  was  di- 
vorced from  Edward  Baehr  September  6,  1890,  and  hence 
that  the  marriage  of  this  defendant  to  Carl  Geith  December 
8,  1894,  was  valid  and  binding.  It  follows  that  this  defend- 
ant is  the  lawful  widow  of  Carl  Geith,  deceased. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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HuELEY,  Respondent,  vs.  Waltee  and  wife.  Interveners,  Ap- 
pellants. 

October  10— November  7,  1906, 

Replevin:  Intervention:  Equitable  issues:  Right  to  jury  trial:  Waiver: 
Bill  of  sale:  Cancellation:  Fraud:  Oral  trust:  Enforcement: 
Amendment  of  pleading:  Appeal:  Costs. 

1.  Interveners  In  replevin  claimed  title  under  a  bill  of  sale  from 

plaintiff,  and  on  their  motion  the  court  directed  the  complaint 
to  be  amended  so  as  to  make  them  defendants  and  charge  them 
with  setting  up  such  claim.  The  amended  complaint  further 
alleged  facts  to  show  the  alleged  bill  of  sale  invalid,  and  asked 
that  it  be  set  aside  and  plaintiff's  title  established.  The  Inter- 
veners answered  on  the  merits.  Held,  that  the  issues  thus 
framed  were  equitable  and  that  the  interveners  had  waived  any 
right  which  they  might  have  had  to  a  Jury  trial  under  sec  2843, 
Stats.  1898. 

2.  Where,  without  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact,  the  owner  of  chattels 

executed  a  bill  of  sale  transferring  the  title  to  another  person, 
with  the  intention  merely  to  empower  the  latter  to  pack  and 
ship  them,  the  court  cannot  set  aside  the  instrument  or  convert 
it  into  a  power  of  attorney  merely  because  such  person  did  not 
carry  out  the  trust,  although  it  may,  under  proper  pleadings, 
enforce  the  trust. 

3.  Where,  in  such  a  case,  the  owner  of  the  chattels  had  brought  re- 

plevin for  them  against  a  carrier,  and  the  vendee  named  in  the 
bill  of  sale  had  intervened  and  claimed  title,  and  plaintiff  had 
thereupon  as}ced  to  have  the  bill  of  sale  set  aside  for  fraud,  the 
supreme  court,  on  reversing  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  the 
ground  that  no  fraud  was  proved,  nevertheless  authorizes  the 
trial  court  to  allow  the  complaint  to  be  amended  so  as  to  raise 
the  question  whether  the  title  had  been  placed  in  said  vendee 
merely  in  trust. 

4.  In  replevin  against  a  carrier  other  claimants  intervened,  and 

the  judgment,  among  other  things,  discharged  the  carrier  from 
liability.  On  appeal  from  the  whole  judgment,  no  error  being 
assigned  as  to  that  portion  of  it,  and  the  carrier  not  having 
appeared,  the  Judgment  is  aflftrmed  as  to  the  carrier  without 
costs,  under  the  discretion  given  by  sec.  2949,  Stats.  1898. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed  in  part; 
reversed  in  part. 
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This  was  originally  an  action  of  replevin  commenced  by 
the  plaintiff  against  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Rail- 
way Company  to  recover  possession  of  a  quantity  of  surgical 
instruments,  books,  medicines,  etc.,  which  were  in  possession 
of  the  railway  company  at  Milwaukee  as  common  cJrrier, 
consigned  to  the  intervener  TilUe  Walter,  An  affidavit  for 
immediate  delivery  was  made  and  an  undertaking  given,  and 
the  goods  were  seized  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  The  rail- 
way company  answered,  denying  wrongful  detention  and  de- 
nying knowledge  as  to  plaintiff's  ownership  or  right  of  pos- 
session, and  alleging  that  it  held  the  goods  as  common  carrier, 
and  that  Tillie  Walter  was  named  as  consignee.  Subse- 
quently the  appellants,  who  are  husband  and  wife,  petitioned 
the  court  to  be  let  in  as  defendants,  claiming  to  be  the  owners 
of  the  property  in  question  by  virtue  of  a  bill  of  sale  made  by 
plaintiff  to  the  appellant  Alexander  Walter,  and  a  second  bill 
of  sale  by  Alexander  to  Tillie,  The  court  made  an  order  al- 
lowing them  to  intervene  and  directing  amendment  of  the 
summons  and  complaint. 

By  the  second  amended  complaint  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
prior  to  September  6,  1904,  he  was  a  physician  in  good  prac- 
tice at  the  city  of  Detroit  and  owned  the  property  in  question, 
and  at  about  that  time  made  an  arrangement  with  the  appel- 
lant Alexander  (also  a  physician)  to  go  into  partnership  with 
him  and  establish  a  sanitarium  at  Milwaukee  and  ship  the 
goods  in  question  to  Milwaukee  for  use  in  the  business ;  that 
it  was  agreed  that  Hurley  should  go  to  Milwaukee  in  advance 
to  find  a  location,  and  that  Alexander  should  remain  in  De- 
troit for  a  time  and  crate,  pack,  and  ship  the  goods,  and  that 
Hurley  should  give  Alexander  vsrritten  authority  empowering 
him  to  so  handle  and  ship  the  goods;  that  they  went  to  a 
lawyer's  office  to  execute  an  agreement  of  partnership  and  a 
paper  authorizing  Alexander  to  pack  and  ship  the  goods ;  that 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  read  without  glasses,  owing  to  an  in- 
firmity of  the  eyes,  and  had  broken  his  glasses,  and  that  the 
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appellant  Walter  falsely  and  fraudulently  induced  him  to 
fiign  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  goods,  representing  that  it  was  sim- 
ply a  paper  authorizing  him  to  pack  and  ship  the  same ;  that 
there  was  no  consideration  for  the  bill  of  sale ;  that  Aleocan- 
der  ajfterwards,  without  consideration,  pretended  to  convey 
the  goods  to  the  appellant  Tillie.  Judgment  was  demanded 
setting  aside  the  bill  of  sale  and  declaring  the  same  a  power 
of  attorney,  and  that  plaintiff's  right  in  the  property  be  es- 
tablished, and  for  such  other  relief  as  should  be  just  and 
equitable.  To  this  complaint  the  interveners  answered,  de- 
nying plaintiff's  ownership  of  the  property,  and  claiming  that 
the  goods  were  actually  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  intervener 
Alexander,  and  by  him  sold  to  his  wife,  Tillie. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial,  and  the  interveners  demanded 
a  jury  trial,  but  the  demand  was  overruled  and  the  case  tried 
by  the  court.  The  plaintiff's  witnesses  were  examined,  but 
the  interveners  offered  no  testimony  except  the  bill  of  sale 
from  Alexander  to  Tillie.  The  court  made  findings  of  fact 
in  effect  finding  the  original  ownership  of  the  property,  the 
agreement  to  form  a  partnership,  and  the  agreement  to  give 
Alexander  authority  to  pack  and  ship  the  goods,  substantially 
as  alleged  in  the  complaint.  The  court  further  found  that 
the  plaintiff  signed  the  bill  of  sale  with  the  intention  of  au- 
thorizing Alexander  to  pack  and  ship  the  goods,  and  that  it 
was  entirely  without  consideration.  As  conclusions  of  law 
the  court  found  that  a  title  to  the  goods  was  in  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  bill  of  sale  was  in  fact  a  power  of  attorney,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  the  right  of  possession  of  the  same  and  should 
recover  costs  of  the  interveners.  Judgment  was  entered  in 
accordance  with  the  finding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and 
against  the  interveners,  and  discharging  the  railway  company 
from  any  further  liability,  and  the  interveners  appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  W.  E.  &  F.  P. 
Burke,  and  oral  argument  by  W.  E.  Burke. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Schwefel  <&  Knoell, 
and  oral  argument  by  A.  0.  Schwefel. 
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WiNSix)w,  J.  The  appellants'  first  contention  is  that  it 
was  error  to  refuse  a  jury  trial.  An  issue  of  fact  in  an  ordi- 
nary replevin  action  is,  of  course,  an  issue  for  the  jury.  Sec. 
2843,  Stats.  1898.  Whether  it  remains  a  jury  issue  after 
the  original  defendant  has  brought  the  property  into  court 
and  procured  the  substitution  of  a  rival  claimant  as  defend- 
ant under  the  last  clause  of  sec.  2610,  Stats.  1898,  may  be  a 
question  open  to  doubt.  It  has  been  held  in  New  York,  un- 
der a  similar  statute,  that  in  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy, 
where  the  original  defendant  has  brought  the  money  into 
court  and  a  rival  claimant  has  been  substituted  as  defendant, 
the  action  becomes  an  equitable  one  in  the  nature  of  the  old 
action  of  interpleader.  Clark  v.  Mosher,  107  N.  T.  118, 
14  N".  E.  96.  The  present  case,  however,  was  not  a  case  of 
substitution  of  a  rival  claimant  upon  deposit  of  the  fund  or 
property  in  court,  but  simply  a  case  under  the  first  clause  of 
the  section  cited,  where  third  parties  on  their  own  applica- 
tion and  for  the  protection  of  their  alleged  interests  in  the 
subject  matter  of  the  controversy  were  interpleaded  as  addi- 
tional defendants,  the  original  defendant  being  still  before 
the  court.  It  is  very  apparent  that,  under  the  broad  provi- 
sions of  this  section,  equitable  claims  of  various  kinds  may  be 
injected  into  an  action  at  law,  and  that  the  proper  method  of 
disposition  of  the  issues  so  raised  may  not  be  free  from  doubt 
and  diflSculty.  We  do  not  think,  however,  that  we  are 
obliged  to  enter  this  field  in  the  case  before  us. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  the  interveners  originally  had  a 
right  to  a  jury  trial,  they  could  waive  that  right  if  they  chose, 
and  we  think  they  have  effectually  done  so  in  this  case.  The 
order  of  intervention  made  upon  the  motion  of  die  interven- 
ers required  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  summons  and  com- 
plaint so  as  to  make  the  interveners  defendants,  "with  apt 
words  to  charge  them  as  setting  up  such  claim  as  their  peti- 
tion sets  forth,  as  plaintiff  may  be  advised,'*  and  gave  the 
interveners  the  usual  time  after  service  to  answer  such 
amended  complaint.     The  petition  of  the  interveners   set 
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forth  title  under  the  bill  of  sale,  and  thus  by  the  order  of  in- 
tervention the  plaintiff  was  required  to  set  forth  in  an 
amended  complaint  the  interveners'  claim  under  the  bill  of 
sale,  and  he  must  ex  necessitate  meet  that  title  and  show  by 
his  complaint  that  it  was  invalid,  by  other  allegations  in  his 
complaint,  or  be  turned  out  of  court.  He  did  this  by  serving 
a  complaint  which  is  unmistakably  a  complaint  in  equity,, 
asking  for  the  setting  aside  of  the  instrument  and  the  quiet- 
ing of  the  interveners'  claim  of  title.  To  this  complaint  in 
equity  the  interveners  made  answer  upon  the  merits,  thus 
forming  an  equitable  issue  by  consent.  It  appears  by  the  re- 
citals of  the  findings  that  when  the  case  was  called  for  trial 
all  parties,  including  the  railway  company,  appeared  by  their 
respective  counsel,  and  that  the  counsel  for  the  railway 
claimed  that,  the  property  having  been  delivered  to  the  plaint- 
iff and  the  consignee  having  become  a  party  defendant,  "the 
case  should  proceed  upon  the  issues  in  said  action  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  interpleaded  defendants,  and  this  idea  was 
acquiesced  in  by  all  concerned,"  whereupon  the  case  pro- 
ceeded to  trial.  The  issues  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  in- 
terveners, as  they  had  been  fram^sd,  were  distinctly  equitable 
issues,  and  we  think  that  under  the  facts  stated  the  interveners 
had  waived  any  right  which  they  might  have  had  to  a  jury 
trial  and  consented  that  the  action  should  be  treated  and  tried 
as  an  action  in  equity. 

The  question  remains,  however,  whether  any  fraud  was 
proven  sufficient  to  justify  the  cancellation  of  the  bill  of  sale. 
The  complaint  charged  substantially  that  the  bill  was  signed 
by  the  plaintiff  without  knowledge  of  its  contents,  relying 
upon  fraudulent  representations  as  to  its  character  made  by 
Walter,  and  under  circimistances  excusing  the  plaintiff's  neg- 
lect to  read  it.  The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  himself,  how- 
ever, showed  beyond  question  that  he  knew  he  was  signing  a 
paper  purporting  to  put  the  title  of  the  property  in  Walter; 
but  he  insists  that  it  was  simply  done  so  that  it  would  appear 
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that  Walter  owned  the  goods,  in  order  that  he  would  have  no 
trouble  in  packing  and  shipping  them.  In  accordance  with 
this  testimony  the  court  found  neither  fraudulent  representa- 
tions as  to  the  character  of  the  instrument  by  Walter,  nor 
ignorance  of  its  character  by  the  plaintiff,  but  simply  that 
plaintiff  signed  it  with  the  intention  of  empowering  Walter 
to  pack  and  ship  the  property,  that  there  was  no  considera- 
tion paid,  and  hence  that  the  instrument  was  in  fact  simply 
a  power  of  attorney.  We  have  been  unable  to  follow  the  trial 
court  to  the  conclusion  reached.  If  without  fraud  or  mis- 
take of  fact  the  plaintiff  deliberately  chose  to  execute  an  in- 
strument transferring  the  title  of  his  property  to  Walter,  m 
trust  for  certain  purposes,  the  court  cannot  set  aside  the  in- 
strument or  convert  it  into  a  power  of  attorney  because  Wal- 
ter did  not  carry  out  his  trust.  A  valid  trust  in  personal 
property  may  be  created  by  parol.  1  Perry,  Trusts,  §  86. 
If  the  title  was  placed  in  Walter  simply  in  trust  for  certain 
purposes,  doubtless  Walter  may  be  compelled  to  carry  out  his 
agreement,  and  the  trust  may  be  enforced  under  proper  plead- 
ings ;  but  no  such  contention  was  made  by  the  pleadings.  The 
only  issue  raised  or  tried  was  the  issue  of  fraud,  and  on  this 
the  plaintiff  has  failed. 

This  conclusion  necessitates  reversal  of  the  judgment.  We 
are  not  inclined,  however,  to  direct  judgment  without  giving 
the  plaintiff  opportunity  to  try  the  real  question  in  the  case. 
No  reason  is  perceived  why  the  question  as  to  the  creation  of 
a  trust  in  the  property  may  not  be  tried  out  in  this  action, 
and  the  mandate  will  so  provide.  The  judgment  discharges 
the  railway  company  from  further  liability,  and  the  notice  of 
appeal  served  upon  the  railway  company  as  well  as  upon  the 
plaintiff  states  that  the  appeal  is  taken  from  the  whole  judg- 
ment. No  assignment  of  error,  however,  is  made  or  argued 
upon  this  part  of  the  judgment,  hence,  as  to  the  railway  com- 
pany, the  judgment  will  be  aflSrmed.  The  railway  company 
did  not  appear  in  this  court,  and  the  aflSrmance  will  be  with- 
VoL.  129—33 
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out  costs,  tuider  the  discretion  given  to  this  court  by  sec  2949, 
Stets.  1898,  in  cases  where  the  judgment  is  affirmed  as  to 
some  parties  and  reversed  as  to  others. 

By  the  Court. — That  portion  of  the  judgment  discharging 
the  defendant  railway  company  from  liability  is  affirmed, 
without  costs;  the  remainder  of  the  judgment  is  reversed, 
with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  enter 
judgment  dismissing  the  complaint  unless  the  trial  court, 
upon  notice  and  application  made  within  thirty  days  after 
service  of  notice  of  the  remittitur  herein,  shall  in  its  discre- 
tion, and  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just  and  equitable,  grant 
leave  to  the  plaintiflF  to  amend  his  complaint  so  as  to  raise  the 
question  of  trust  as  indicated  in  the  opinion,  in  which  case  a 
new  trial  shall  be  had. 


Habley,  Respondent,  vs.  Lindemakn  and  others,  Appellants. 

Octol>er  11 — November  7,  1906. 

Public  schools:  Illegal  change  in  text  books:  Equity:  In  junction:  Ade- 
quate remedy  by  mandamus. 

1.  A  motion  to  vacate  a  temporary  injunction  chaUenges  the  sufll- 

ciency  of  the  complaint. 

2.  If  a  school  board  makes  an  Illegal  change  in  text  hooks,  manda- 

mus will  lie  to  compel  recognition  of  the  right  of  pupils  to  use 
the  hooks  illegally  discarded. 
S.  An  injunction  should  not  be  granted  at  the  suit  of  a  parent  of 
school  children  to  prevent  a  threatened  illegal  change  in  text 
books,  since  if  such  change  be  made  it  will  work  no  irreparable 
Injury  and  the  remedy  by  mAindamus  will  be  adequate. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county :  J.  G.  Ltjdwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  continuing  a  temporary 
injunction.     The  action  was  equitable  to  restrain  persons  as- 
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suming  to  act  as  the  board  of  school  directors  of  the  city  of 
Milwaukee  from  carrying  out  a  threatened  purpose  to  make 
a  change  in  text  books  used  in  the  schools  of  such  city. 

The  following  is  a  fair  synopsis  of  the  amended  verified 
complaint  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  order  appealed 
from:  Plaintiff  complains  on  behalf  of  himself  and  others 
similariy  situated.  He  is  a  citizen  and  taxpayer  of  the  city 
of  Milwaukee  and  a  patron  of  its  public  schools,  having  three 
children  attending  the  same.  The  defendants  claim  to  have 
been  appointed  and  assume  to  act  as  members  of  the  school 
board  of  said  city,  and  threaten  as  such  board  to  abolish  the 
use  of  certain  text  books  in  use  in  the  public  schools  of  such 
city  and  to  adopt  others  in  place  thereof.  Said  defendants 
for  their  authority  to  act  as  members  of  such  board  refer  only 
to  di.  273,  Laws  of  1905,  which  in  fact  confers  no  authority 
upon  them.  Such  chapter  purports  to  create  a  board  of 
school  directors  for  said  city  and  provides  that  a  committee 
consisting  of  the  president  of  the  board  and  four  members 
selected  by  him  shall  examine,  certify,  employ,  classify,  trans- 
fer, and  promote  teachers,  subject  to  amendment,  rejection, 
or  confirmation  by  the  board ;  that  a  committee  also  consist- 
ing of  the  president  and  four  members  selected  by  him  shall 
be  appointed  to  select  and  determine  the  courses  of  study  and 
text  books  to  be  used,  subject  to  approval  by  the  board,  as  in 
case  of  teachers.  Said  chapter  further  purports  to  confer 
upon  said  board  power  to  make  by-laws  for  its  own  govern- 
ment and  the  government  of  the  schools  of  said  city,  and  also 
the  usual  powers  exercised  by  similar  boards.  Prior  to  No- 
vember 1,  1905,  the  defendants  adopted  a  rule  that  the  two 
committees  mentioned  should  consist  of  the  same  persons; 
also  a  rule  of  procedure  for  the  change  or  adoption  of  text 
books,  to  the  effect  that  the  superintendent  of  schools  shall, 
prior  to  March  1st  in  each  year,  receive  such  suggestions  as 
may  be  offered  respecting  such  subject  and  by  May  15th 
thereafter  submit  to  the  committee  on  courses  of  instruction 
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the  text  books  and  list  of  changes  which  he  deems  advisable 
to  have  considered  with  his  reasons  therefor ;  that  at  the  regu- 
lar meeting  in  April  thereafter  such  committee  shall  report 
to  the  board  a  list  of  subjects  out  of  the  list  submitted  by  the 
superintendent  regarding  which  the  committee  will  consider 
the  change  or  adoption  of  text  books,  such  report  to  serve  as 
a  notice  to  the  publishers  of  such  books  enabling  them,  if 
they  wish,  to  submit  samples  and  prices ;  and  that  at  the  reg- 
ular meeting  in  May  thereafter  the  committee  shall  report 
to  the  board  such  changes  or  adoptions  out  of  such  list  as 
may  be  recommended  by  the  superintendent  and  approved  by 
the  committee,  which  report  shall  be  acted  upon  finally  by  the 
board  at  the  regular  meeting  in  June  thereafter.  Plaintiff 
is  informed  and  believes  that  the  defendants  threaten  to,  and 
unless  restrained  by  the  court  will,  abolish  Harper's  Read- 
ers in  the  grades  numbered  from  two  to  five  inclusive  in  such 
school  and  substitute  therefor  Stepping  Stones  to  Literature, 
books  1  to  6  inclusive,  which  are  more  expensive  though  in- 
ferior to  said  Harper's  Readers.  By  reason  of  the  premises 
defendants  purpose  without  any  authority  of  law  to  force  the 
patrons  of  said  school  to  purchase  more  expensive  and  less 
suitable  books  than  those  in  use,  though  propositions  have 
been  made  to  furnish  cheaper  and  better  books  than  the  said 
Stepping  Stones  to  Literature  in  case  Harper's  Readers  are 
to  be  abolished.  Such  propositions  included  offers  to  fur- 
nish such  superior  books  in  place  of  Harper's  Readers  free  of 
cost,  while  the  proposition  of  the  board  is  to  compel  the  sur- 
rendering of  Harper's  Readers  and  payment  of  eighteen  (tents 
to  thirty-five  cents  per  copy  for  the  new  books,  to  the  injury 
of  the  patrons  of  the  schools  in  the  a^regate  of  about 
$10,000,  and  to  their  irreparable  injury.  When  the  board 
makes  a  change  in  text  books  the  law  prohibits  any  subsequent 
change  in  that  particular  regard  tmder  five  years,  so  that  de- 
fendants, in  case  they  shall  be  permitted  to  proceed,  will  im- 
pose on  the  patrons  of  the  schools  of  said  city  the  burden  of 
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purchasing  from  time  to  time  the  new  books  for  a  period  of 
five  years.  The  defendants  in  fact  have  no  lawful  authority 
to  do  the  act  so  threatened.  Plainti£F  and  those  similarly  sit- 
uated are  remediless  to  prevent  the  doing  of  such  threatened 
act  and  the  subsequent  loss  to  them,  unless  a  court  of  equity 
will  interfere  in  their  behalf. 

There  was  a  proper  prayer  for  permanent  relief  and  for  an 
interim  injimction  restraining  defendants  from  doing  the  al- 
leged threatened  act  during  the  pendency  of  the  litigation. 
The  temporary  restraining  order  was  granted.  The  defend- 
ants by  verified  amended  answer  admitted  that  they  claimed 
to  be  members  of  the  board  of  school  directors  of  the  city  of 
Milwaukee,  deriving  their  authority  from  ch.  273,  Laws  of 
1905,  and  alleged  that  they  were  in  fact  duly  qualified  mem- 
bers of  the  school  board  of  said  city  and  aa  such  had  full 
authority  to  make  the  change  in  text  books  sought  to  be  pre- 
vented ;  that  so  far  as  they  had  gone  in  the  matter  they  had 
proceeded  in  due  course  under  such  law  and  the  rules  of  the 
board  adopted  pursuant  thereto;  that  the  recommendations 
of  the  committee  to  make  the  change  in  text  books  mentioned 
in  the  complaint  was  pending  before  the  board ;  that  until  ac- 
tion thereon  by  such  board  defendants  could  not  state  whether 
Harper's  Readers  would  be  displaced  by  Stepping  Stones  to 
Literature,  but  that  whatever  the  board  should  finally  do  in 
the  matter  would  be  pursuant  to  and  justified  by  such  chap- 
ter. The  answer  contained  appropriate  allegations  putting 
in  issue  that  part  of  the  complaint  charging  the  committee  of 
the  board  in  considering  the  matter  of  changing  text  books 
with  indiscreet  conduct,  and  allegations  to  the  eilect  that  all 
proceedings  in  respect  to  the  matter  were  justified  by  said 
law  of  1905. 

At  the  outset  on  a  verified  complaint  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion was  granted.  Upon  the  amended  pleadings  and  affida- 
vits a  motion  made  by  defendants  for  an  order  vacating  such 
temporary  injunction  was  considered  and  denied,  the  court 
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rendering  an  opinion  in  the  matter  showing  that  as  it  viewed 
the  same  it  turned  on  the  constitutionality  of  ch.  273,  Laws 
of  1905.  Such  opinion  was  to  the  effect  that  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  act  was  challenged,  jirst,  because  it  was  a  pri- 
vate law  attempting  to  amend  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Mil- 
waukee; second,  because  it  violated  the  uniformity  of  the 
school  system  contrary  to  the  constitution;  third,  because  it* 
imposed  upon  circuit  judges  nonjudicial  duties.  The  court 
disapproved  of  the  second  and  third  grounds  but  expressed  an 
opinion  that  the  first  ground  was  well  taken,  but  nevertheless 
overruled  plaintiff's  contention  in  that  regard  and  refused  to 
declare  the  act  unconstitutional  and  continued  the  temporary 
injunction  upon  the  theory  that  there  was  a  probability  that 
plaintiff  might  finally  recover,  in  which  event,  without  the 
temporary  restraining  order  beiijg  left  in  force,  the  judgment 
would  be  ineffectual,  and  that  to  continue  the  same  during 
the  litigation  would  not  injure  defendants  or  the  public. 
From  the  order  accordingly  entered  refusing  to  vacate  the 
temporary  injunctional  order  defendants  appealed. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  John  T,  Kelly,  city 
attorney,  and  Benjamin  Poss,  assistant  city  attorney,  and 
James  G,  Jenkins,  of  counsel,  and  the  cause  was  argued 
orally  by  Mr,  Kelly  and  Mr,  Poss, 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  A,  C.  Unibreit,  at- 
torney, and  Charles  Quarles,  of  counsel,  and  the  cause  was 
argued  orally  by  Mr,  Umbreit, 

Marshall,  J.  The  order  complained  of,  as  will  be  seen 
from  the  statement,  was  entered  upon  the  theory  that  ch.  273, 
Laws  of  1905,  may  be  unconstitutional  and  that  respondent 
may  on  that  account  finally  obtain  judgment  as  prayed  for, 
and  that  without  the  status  quo  being  preserved  in  the  mean- 
time the  purpose  of  the  litigation  will  nevertheless  be  de- 
feated, to  respondent's  irreparable  injury,  while  such  pres- 
ervation will  not  work  any  material  damage  to  the  public. 
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The  motion  to  vacate  the  temporary  injunction  challenged 
the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  {Judd  v.  Fox  Lake,  28  Wis. 
583),  so  all  questions  in  that  regard  are  before  us  for  consid- 
eration. 

It  is  a  cardinal  principle  in  the  administration  of  justice 
that  a  legislative  enactment  should  not  be  adjudged  void  in 
any  action  unless  the  solution  of  the  question  in  that  regard 
is  deemed  necessary  in  order  to  reach  a  just  conclusion  in  the 
cause.*  That  rule,  it  seems,  should  be  givai  all  the  force  rea- 
sonably attributable  thereto  in  this  case,  since  the  constitu- 
tional question  considered  by  the  trial  court,  and  upon  which 
counsel  for  respondent  relies,  has  not  been  argued  upon  the 
opposite  side.  Counsel  for  appellants  insist  that  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  complaint  afford  no  ground  for  the  relief 
prayed  for,  even  if  the  law  of  1905  be  invalid  as  claimed. 
So,  as  stated,  they  have  declined  to  reply  to  counsel  for  re- 
spondent on  the  constitutional  question. 

Up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  as 
shown,  no  injury  had  been  done  to  respondent.  The  most 
that  is  claimed  is  that  a  wrong  was  threatened  and  unless 
prevented  by  the  court  the  threat  would  be  carried  out  .  So 
the  purpose  of  the  action  is  to  guard  against  the  mere  danger 
of  such  threat  being  executed.  The  change  in  text  books 
sought  to  be  prevented,  obviously,  cannot  occur  till  the  school 
board  shall  have  adopted  the  report  of  its  committee  recom- 
mending the  same.  There  is  no  showing  of  facts  in  the  com- 
plaint, nor  can  it  be  implied,  that  should  such  adoption  oc- 
cur plaintiff  would  not  thereafter  have  ample  opportunity  by 
some  appropriate  action  to  prevent  any  injury  to  him.  The 
situation  is  wholly  unlike  those  where  the  issue  of  municipal 
bonds  was  threatened,  which  might  go  into  the  hands  of  in- 
nocent purchasers  and  in  such  hands  be  valid  obligations,  or 
there  was  a  threatened  improper  diversion  or  disbursement  of 
public  money  or  disposal  of  public  property,  any  of  which 
threats  would  necessarily  involve  danger  of  irremediable  pe- 
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cuniary  loss  to  the  taxpayers  of  the  municipality.  The  fol- 
lowing were  cases  involving  such  situations:  Peck  v.  School 
Dist.  No.  J^,  21  Wis.  616 ;  Lawson  v.  Schnellen,  33  Wis.  288 ; 
Lynch  v.  E.,  La  F.  <&  M.  B.  Co.  57  Wis.  430, 15  N.  W.  743, 
825 ;  Willard  v.  Comstock,  58  Wis.  565, 17  N.  W.  401 ;  Fow- 
ler V.  Superior,  85  Wis.  411,  54  N.  W.  800 ;  Eyes  v.  St. 
Croix  Co.  108  Wis.  136,  83  N.  W.  637.  Here  the  threat- 
ened act  if  carried  out  would  not  involve  any  irreparable  in- 
jury whatever  to  respondent  unless  he  would  be  entirely  with- 
out an  adequate  remedy  for  any  wrong  done  to  him  in  case 
of  the  action  being  illegal. 

Counsel,  fuUy  recognizing  that  it  was  essential  to  a  good 
complaint  in  the  action  to  show  that  if  the  threatened  act  was 
not  prevented  it  would  occur  not  only  to  his  injury  but  to  his 
irreparable  loss,  alleged  "plaintiff  and  those  similarly  situ- 
ated have  no  adequate  remedy  at  law  in  the  premises  and  are 
helpless  to  prevent  the  great  loss  and  expense"  referred  to  in 
the  complaint  "unless  a  court  of  equity  shall  interfere  to  pre- 
vent same."  Consistently  with  that,  as  we  imderstand  it, 
counsel  conceded  on  the  argument  that  unless  the  equitable 
remedy  invoked  when  the  action  was  commenced  was  neces- 
sary to  plaintiff's  protection,  it  was  improperly  invoked. 

Obviously,  the  mere  act  of  the  board,  should  it  approve  the 
report  of  its  committee  as  to  making  the  change  in  text  books 
recommended,  would  not  injure  respondent.  The  injury 
would  come  to  him,  if  at  all,  when  the  determination  of  the 
board  should  be  enforced  by  denying  to  his  children  the  bene- 
fit of  the  public  schools  unless  he  complied  with  the  new  regu- 
lation, and  he  could  then,  as  it  seems,  by  a  plain  legal  action 
of  mandamus  redress  the  wrong,  fully,  by  compelling  recog- 
nition of  the  right  of  his  children  to  such  benefits  regardless 
of  such  regulation,  as  was  done  in  State  ex  rel.  Adam^  v. 
Bwrdge,  96  Wis.  390,  70  N.  W.  347.  There  the  relator's 
children  had  been  denied  school  privileges  except  upon  con- 
dition of  their  submitting  to  a  regulation  of  the  state  board 
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•of  health  requiring  applicants  for  such  privileges  to  present 
certificates  of  vaccination.  The  same  principle  was  applied 
in  State  ex  rel  Bowe  v.  Board  of  Ed.  63  Wis.  234,  23  N.  W. 
102,  and  State  ex  rel  Smith  v.  Board  of  Ed.  96  Wis.  95,  71 
'N.  W.  123.  In  the  former  the  court  held  as  a  general  prin- 
ciple, as  stated  in  the  syllabus: 

"The  parent  of  a  child  wrongfully  suspended  from  a  pub- 
lic school  may  proceed  directly,  by  mandamus,  against  the 
board  of  education  which  has  the  power  and  whose  duty  it  is 
to  reinstate  the  child." 

In  the  latter  the  wrongful  exaction  of  a  tuition  fee  by  the 
teacher  and  principal  of  the  school  as  a  condition  of  allowing 
a  pupil  to  remain  jn  school,  was  remedied  by  a  mandamus 
action.  The  following  cases  from  other  jurisdictions  are  to 
the  same  effect:  State  ex  rel.  Flowers  v.  Board  of  Ed.  35  Ohio 
St.  368 ;  State  ex  rel.  Roberts  v.  School  Directors,  74o  Mo.  21 ; 
Smith  V.  Directors,  40  Iowa,  518;  Dove  v.  Independent 
School  Dist.  41  Iowa,  688 ;  People  ex  rel.  Workman  v.  Board 
of  Ed.  18  Mich.  400 ;  Ward  v.  Flood,  48  Cal.  36.  State  ex 
rel.  Flowers  v.  Board  of  Ed.,  supra,  seems  to  be  directly  in 
point  on  the  facts  and  principle  involved  as  well.  There  had 
been  an  illegal  change  in  text  books  determined  upon  and 
put  in  execution.  The  procedure  leading  up  thereto  was 
very  much  the  same  as  that  detailed  in  the  complaint  in  this 
<5ase.  A  mandamus  action  was  thereupon  commenced  com- 
pelling the  board  of  education  and  the  superintendent  of 
schools  to  allow  the  relator's  child  and  all  other  pupils  in  the 
school  to  use  the  text  books  claimed  to  have  been  illegally  dis- 
<5arded.  The  question  of  whether  the  relator  invoked  the 
proper  remedy  was  specially  considered  and  decided  in  the 
affirmative,  the  court,  speaking  by  Gilmore,  C.  J.,  saying: 

"The  relator  was  a  resident  taxpayer  of  the  city  of  Colum- 
bus and  of  the  school  district,  and  was  also  the  father  of  a 
-child  who  was  of  school  age,  who  was  attending  school  in  the 
•city,  and  for  whose  use,  in  school,  he  had  purchased  and  paid 
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for  Harper's  geographies  .  .  .  .He  had^  tiierefore,  a  pecun- 
iary, and  also  a  parental,  interest  in  having  the  public  schools 
of  the  district  controlled  and  conducted  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute;  and  these  interests  are  sufficient  to- 
enable  him  to  maintain  this  proceeding/' 

The  same  remedy  was  resorted  to,  to  reinstate  a  pupil  ex- 
cluded from  the  schools  on  the  ground  of  color,  the  superin- 
tendent of  schools  being  proceeded  against,  in  Ward  v.  Flood, 
supra;  and  in  Smith  v.  Directors,  supra,  the  same  remedy 
was  used  for  a  like  purpose.  See,  also,  Merrill,  Mandamus, 
§  115,  and  High,  Extr.  Leg.  Rem.  (3d  ed.)  §  332. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities  referred  to  shows  very 
clearly  that  ia  all  cases  where  a  child  who  is  entitled  to  at- 
tend the  public  schools  is  illegally  excluded  therefrom  upon 
any  ground,  or  who  has  been  received  into  such  schools  and 
is  nevertheless  illegally  deprived  of  his  rights  therein,  the 
parent  or  guardian  of  such  child  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  le- 
gal remedy  by  mandamus  to  redress  the  wrong. 

It  foUows  from  the  foregoing  that, — admitting  all  the  al- 
legations in  the  complaint  to  be  true  as  regards  want  of  au- 
thority of  the  defendants  to  do  the  alleged  threatened  act ; 
that  such  want  of  authority  grows  put  of  ch.  273,  Laws  of 
1905,  being  unconstitutional;  and  that  unless  restrained  by 
the  court  they  will  adopt  the  report  of  the  committee  as  to 
changing  text  books  and  put  their  determination  in  force, — 
instead  of  respondent  and  those  similarly  situated  being,  as 
alleged,  helpless  to  redress  the  wrong  done  to  them,  the  legal 
remedy  by  mandamus  will  be  available  for  that  purpose ;  will 
afford  a  safe,  speedy,  and  efficient  remedy;  and  the  use  of  it 
under  the  circumstances  wijl  be  in  accordance  with  the  uni- 
form practice  of  this  court  and  of  courts  generally. 

So  we  have  presented  the  question  of  whether,  in  case  of  a 
mere  threatened  act  of  a  public  nature  which  in  case  it  should 
occur  would  injuriously  affect  taxpayers  and  citizens  of  the- 
municipality,  but  not  irreparably,  because  of  a  plain  legaV 
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speedy,  and  adequate  remedy  to  redress  the  "wrong,  the  juris- 
diction of  equity  should  be  usable  to  prevent  the  threat  from 
being  carried  out.  It  seems  that  the  decision  must  be  in  the 
negative  and  that  the  question  is  thus  ruled  by  several  deci- 
sions of  this  court,  particularly  Judd  v.  Fox  Lake,  28  Wis. 
583 ;  Gilkey  v.  Merrill  67  Wis.  459,  30  K  W.  733 ;  and  Sage 
V.  Fifield,  68  Wis.  546,  32  X.  W.  629.  In  the  first  case 
cited,  after  stating  the  facts  alleged  showing  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiff  to  be  that  there  was  merely  an  injury  threatened, 
which,  should  it  occur,  would  be  remediable,  the  court  said : 

"The  complaint  presents,  therefore,  the  naked  question, 
whether  under  such  circumstances  the  aid  of  equity  can  be 
successfully  invoked  to  declare  in  advance  that  certain  acts 
of  public  officers,  proposed  or  threatened  in  the  future  to  be 
done,  will,  if  performed,  be  illegal  and  void.  We  are  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that  it  cannot." 

In  the  last  case  cited,  which  was  a  taxpayer's  action  to  re- 
strain a  threatened  injury,  the  court,  speaking  by  Justice 
Taylor,  said: 

"If  the  authorities  of  the  mimicipality  fraudulently  squan- 
der its  property  and  assets  the  taxpayer  is  irreparably  in- 
jured, because  it  necessitates  the  collection  of  greater  taxes 
to  pay  the  legitimate  charges  against  the  municipality;  and 
unless,  therefore,  the  taxpayer  can  restrain  the  unlawful  and 
fraudulent  disposition  of  such  property  of  the  municipality, 
he  is  entirely  remediless.  Ifone  of  the  cases  in  this  court, 
since  the  case  of  Judd  v.  Fox  Lake,  are  in  conflict  with  the 
decision  in  that  case.  The  rule  there  laid  down  was  ap- 
proved and  acted  upon  in  the  case  of  Gilkey  v,  Merrill,  67 
Wis.  459,  30  K  W.  733.  We  think  that  the  circuit  court 
should  have  dissolved  the  injunction  on  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  an  equita- 
ble cause  of  action." 

From  what  has  been  said  we  feel  bound  to  hold  that  the 
complaint  fails  to  state  any  cause  of  action.  If  any  action 
could  be  brought  in  equity  at  all  it  could  not  properly  be  com- 
menced because  of  a  mere  threatened  illegal  act,  which,  if  it 
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were  to  occur,  would  be  readily  remediable.  This  renders 
it  unnecessary  to  examine  the  constitutional  question  so  ably 
presented  by  counsel  for  respondent. 

By  the  Court — The  order  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded with  directions  to  vacate  the  temporary  injunctional 
order. 


Davtdoe,  Appellant,  vs.  Bbadfobd,  Respondent. 

Octol>er  11 — November  7,  1906, 

Contracts:  Breach:  Minimizing  damages:  Partnership:  Contribution: 
Pleading:  Judgment, 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  agreed  to  purchase  Jointly  20,000  shares  of 
stock  in  a  mining  company,  defendant  to  give  his  notes  to  the 
company  for  $1,750  therefor,  and  plaintiff  to  give  his  note  for 
1875  to  defendant  Plaintiff  also  agreed  to  devote  his  time  to 
selling  the  stock,  and  that  he  would  sell  the  same  at  advanced 
prices  and  would  realize  proceed^  therefrom  to  pay  all  the  notes 
before  they  were  due.  The  purchase  was  made  and  the  notes 
given,  but  plaintiff  failed  and  refused  to  make  any  effort  to 
sell  the  stock  or  to  pay  his  note  to  defendant  Defendant  there- 
upon made  a  settlement  with  the  mining  company  by  which  he 
surrendered  10,000  shares  of  the  stock  and  received  back  one  of 
his  notes  for  $875,  but  was  obliged  to  pay  the  other.  The  stock* 
was  then  unsalable.  Plaintiff  sued  to  have  his  note  to  defend- 
ant canceled,  offering  to  pay  any  sum  which  might  be  found  to 
be  actually  due  from  him  to  defendant  Defendant  counter- 
claimed  on  the  contract  for  the  whole  amount  he  had  been 
obliged  to  pay.  He  had  Judgment  for  one  half  of  such  amount, 
and  was  required,  on  payment  thereof  by  plaintiff,  to  deliver  to 
the  latter  one  half  of  the  10,000  shares  of  stock.    Held: 

(1)  Defendant  had  the  right  to  make  the  settlement  with  the 
mining  company  either  to  minimize  his  damages  from  plaint- 
iffs breach  of  the  contract  or,  as  a  partner,  to  promote  the  best 
interest  of  the  Joint  enterprise. 

(2)  Even  if  the  full  time  for  performance  of  plaintiffs  agree- 
ment had  not  then  expired,  his  declaration  that  he  would  not 
perform  was  such  an  anticipatory  breach  as  gave  defendant  a 
right  to  treat  the  contract  as  terminated  and  take  measures  ac- 
cordingly 
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(3)  Upon  the  facts  defendant  had  a  cause  of  action  against 
plaintiff  for  breach  of  the  contract,  and  also  a  right  of  action 
for  contribution  from  plaintifC  of  one  half  the  expense  neces- 
sarily incurred  in  the  Joint  enterprise. 

(4)  The  Judgment  was  not  erroneous  as  against  plaintiff,, 
whether  considered  as  based  on  the  counterclaim  or  on  the  of- 
fer made  in  the  complaint 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  E.  Ray  Stevens,  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Plaintiff,  being  solicitor  for  the  sale  of  stock  of  a  certain 
mining  company,  approached  defendant  and  represented  to 
him  that  a  block  of  20,000  shares  of  stock  could  be  obtained 
at  price  of  eight  and  three-fourths  cents  per  share,  and  that 
he,  the  plaintiff,  could  promptly  dispose  of  said  stock  in 
smaller  lots  at  thirty  or  thirty-five  cents  per  share,  and  pro- 
posed that  the  two  jointly  purchase  such  block  of  20,000 
shares,  defendant  to  give  his  notes  to  the  company  for  $1,750 
therefor,  and  the  plaintiff  to  give  his  note  to  the  defendant 
for  half,  viz.,  $875,  and  agreed  that  the  plaintiff  should  at 
once  devote  his  time  to  selling  said  stock,  and  would  realize 
proceeds  therefrom  to  pay  all  of  said  notes  before  they  were 
due.  Such  agreement  was  entered  into  and  the  respective 
notes  ^ven,  but  plaintiff  made  no  effort  to  sell  stock  or  pay 
his  note  to  the  defendant,  and  when  defendant's  notes  to  the 
company  became  due  he  was  unable  to  pay  them  and  plaintiff 
refused  to  pay  his  note  and  notified  the  defendant  that  he 
would  not  carry  out  his  part  of  the  agreement  either  in  that 
respect  or  by  selling  the  stock,  whereupon  the  defendant  se- 
cured an  adjustment  with  the  company  whereby  he  surren- 
dered one  half  of  his  stock  subscription  and  received  back 
one  of  his  notes,  but  was  obliged  to  pay  one  note  of  $875  and 
received  a  certificate  of  10,000  shares  of  stock.  Said  stock 
was  at  the  time  imsalable,  and,  as  the  court  found,  such  set- 
tlement was  for  the  best  interest  of  the  joint  enterprise  to  re- 
lieve them  from  further  loss  and  was  made  necessary  by  fail- 
ure of  the  plaintiff  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement. 
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Some  time  thereafter  plaintiff  commenced  this  suit  to  procure 
a  cancellation  of  his  note,  then  overdue  and  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  praying  that  it  be  adjudged  void  and  be  de- 
livered up  and  the  defendant  restrained  from  attempting  to 
transfer  or  collect  it,  and  for  general  relief;  offering  to  pay 
«ny  sum  which  might  be  found  to  be  actually  due  from  plaint- 
iff to  the  defendant. 

Defendant  answered,  setting  up  substantially  the  foregoing 
facts,  and,  by  way  of  counterclaim,  prayed  recovery  from  the 
plaintiff  of  the  whole  sum  he  had  been  obliged  to  pay  to  the 
<x)mpany  by  reason  of  plaintiff's  misrepresentations  and  fail- 
ure to  carry  out  his  contract.  Upon  the  trial  all  claims  in 
tort  were  abandoned  and  recovery  according  to  contract  rights 
was  insisted  on. 

The  court  made  findings  substantially  in  accord  with  the 
foregoing  statement  and  rendered  judgment  that  the  plaintiff 
pay  defendant  one  half  of  $875  paid  by  the  latter,  to  wit, 
$437.50,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  note  be  canceled  as  an  ob- 
ligation against  him,  and  that  the  defendant  hold  the  10,000 
shares  of  stock  for  the  joint  benefit  of  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, to  be  delivered  to  purdiasers  when  sold  and  the  proceeds 
retained  by  the  defendant  and  applied  to*  the  repayment  of 
the  sum  which  he  had  paid  for  the  stock,  or,  upon  payment  of 
the  judgment,  one  half  thereof  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaint- 
iff, from  which  judgment  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  hj  ^William  Kav/m- 
heimeTj  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Kawnxheimer  and  Mr. 
C.  H.  Hamilton. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Kanneberg  £  Co- 
chems  and  Harry  M.  SUber,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  SUber. 

Dodge,  J.  We  have  no  difficulty  in  finding  support  for 
the  findings  of  the  trial  court,  if  not  always  in  direct  words 
of  any  witness,  at  least  in  the  inferences  reasonably  deducible 
from  the  facts  and  situation  shown ;  especiaUy  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff's  veracity  stands  impeached  both  by 
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undisputed  proof  of  reputation  and  by  intrinsic  evasions  and 
self-contradiction.  The  situation  presented,  then,  is  a  joint 
enterprise  rendered  hopeless  of  profit  by  plaintiffs  failure 
and  refusal  to  perform  his  agreed  duty  therein.  Thereby  de- 
fendant was  laden  with  a  quantity  of  unsalable  mining  stock 
-and  confronted  with  the  liability  to  pay  $1,750  which  could 
be  considered  only  as  loss.  At  this  point  either  or  both  of 
two  rules  of  law  became  applicable.  The  contract  being 
breached  in  a  respect  rendering  its  accomplishment  impos- 
sible, defendant  had  the  right,  nay  owed  a  duty,  to  exercise 
due  diligence  to  minimize  his  damages.  Also,  as  one  en- 
gaged in  a  joint  enterprise,  in  effect  a  partnership,  he  was 
entitled  to  use  his  best  judgment  and  efforts  to  promote  the 
welfare  of  that  joint  enterprise  by  disposing  of  the  property 
thereof  to  the  best  advantage  possible,  and  paying  what  was 
unavoidable  to  prevent  further  loss.  Bradley  v.  Denton,  3 
Wis.  557;  Hill  v.  Palmer,  56  Wis.  123,  14  K  W.  20;  Ward 
V.  Am.  H.  F.  Co.  119  Wis.  12,  25,  96  K  W.  388;  Kelley, 
Maus  &  Co.  V.  La  Crosse  C.  Co.  120  Wis.  84,  97  N.  W.  674; 
Bates  V.  Lane,  62  Mich.  132,  28  K  W.  753 ;  Lee's  Ex'x  v. 
Dolan's  Adm%  39  N.  J.  Eq.  193.  Even  if  the  full  time 
for  plaintiff  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract  had  not  ex- 
pired, his  deliberate  declaration  that  he  would  not  perform, 
either  by  marketing  the  mining  stock  or  paying  his  half  of 
the  price,  constituted  such  an  anticipatory  breach  as  gave  the 
-defendant  a  ri^t  to  treat  the  contract  as  terminated  and  to 
take  measures  accordingly.  Kelley,  Maus  &  Co.  v.  La  Crosse 
<7.  Co.,  supra;  Merrick  v.  N.  W.  Nat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  124  Wis. 
221,  102  N.  W,  593;  Woodnum  v.  Blue  Grass  L.  Co.  125 
Wis.  489,  103  K  W.  286,  104  K  W.  920;  Roehm  v.  Eorst, 
178  U,  S.  1,  20  Sup.  Ct.  780.  The  findings  fully  establish 
that  the  surrender  of  half  of  the  mining  stock  at  cost  price 
was  beneficial,  and  beyond  any  price  obtainable  by  him 
otherwise ;  hence  it  is  not  open  to  criticism,  whether  viewed 
as  an  attempt  to  minimize  damages  or  an  act  by  one  partner 
in  protecting  the  joint  property  and  interests. 
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From  the  above-stated  situation  there  doubtless  resulted  to- 
defendant  a  cause  of  action  for  damages  by  reason  of  plaint- 
iff's breach  of  his  agreement  and  also  a  right  of  action  for 
contribution  from  plaintiff  of  one  half  of  tlie  expense  neces- 
sarily incurred  in  the  joint  enterprise.  Hill  v.  Palmer^ 
supra.  The  adoption  of  the  latter  alternative  by  the  court 
is  favorable  to  plaintiff,  for  the  evidence  is  clear  that  the 
profits  which  would  have  resulted  to  defendant  from  perform- 
ance of  plaintiff's  agreement  to  sell  the  stock  at  thirty  or* 
thirty-five  cents  per  share,  and  which  defendant  has  lost  by 
the  breach,  would  have  far  exceeded  the  present  recovery. 

Some  contention  is  made  that  defendant  breached  th^  con^ 
tract  in  that  he  never  procured  the  actual  issue  to  himself  of 
a  certificate  for  the  20,000  shares  so  that  plaintiff  could  havo 
it  in  his  possession  to  make  sales.  To  this  there  are  two  very 
sufficient  answers:  First,  the  evidence  preponderates  in  fa- 
vor of  the  agreement  that  the  stock  was  to  remain  to  the 
credit  of  the  defendant  upon  the  company's  books  and  to  be 
issued  from  time  to  time  to  any  customers  the  plaintiff  found,, 
in  certificates  for  the  amount  sold  them;  and,  secondly,  it 
was  the  plaintiff  and  not  the  defendant  who  was  to  procure 
the  assent  of  the  company  to  the  issue  of  20,000  shares  of 
stock  upon  defendant  giving  his  notes  for  $1,750.  Hence 
there  is  in  this  no  obstacle  to  defendant's  recovery. 

It  is  quite  immaterial  whether  or  not  the  judgment  in  thia 
case  be  considered  as  rendered  upon,  and  supported  by,  de- 
fendant's counterclaim,  whether  that  be  construed  as  an  ac- 
tion at  law  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract  or  a  demand 
merely  for  a  contribution  from  a  partner,  either  in  law  or 
equity.  The  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint  is 
one  in  equity  for  the  cancellation  of  plaintiff's  note,  accom- 
panied by  an  offer  of  such  sum  as  the  defendant  may  be  en- 
titled to  from  him.  The  answer  sets  up  all  the  facts,  as 
well  by  way  of  defense  as  of  counterclaim ;  hence  the  rights 
of  the  parties  arising  out  of  the  transaction  were  all  submit- 
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ted  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  its  decision 
that  plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  defendant  one  half  of  the  ex- 
pense incurred  by  him  in  this  enterprise  is  with  sufficient 
propriety,  and  certainly  without  prejudice  to  the  plaintiff, 
embodied  in  a  judgment  for  the  recovery  of  that  sum, 
guarded,  as  that  judgment  is,  by  full  provision  for  protec- 
tion of  plaintiff  against  all  further  liability  on  his  notei,  and 
for  the  transfer  to  him  of  one  half  of  the  10,000  shares  of 
stock  held  by  the  defendant  for  their  joint  interest  whenever 
plaintiff  shall  pay. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


MoBiOE,  Appellant,  vs.  Milwaukee  Electeio  Railway  & 
Light  Company,  Respondent 

Octol>er  11— November  7,  1906. 

Street  railtoaya:  Injury  to  person  crossing  tracks:  Contributory  neg- 
ligence. 

Plaintiff  alighted  from  the  rear  of  an  electric  car  going  north  on 
the  eastern  of  two  parallel  tracks,  between  which  was  a  space 
of  four  and  one-half  feet.  He  stepped  back  a  short  step  to  the 
east  and  looked  north,  but  saw  no  car  approaching,  his  view 
being  obstructed  by  the  north-bound  car.  He  then  crossed  to 
the  west  behind  that  car  and  did  not  again  look  to  the  north 
until  just  before  he  reached  the  western  track.  He  then  stopped 
and  looked,  and  as  he  did  so  was  struck  by  a  car  going  south 
on  that  track  at  a  high  rate  of  speed.  Had  he  looked  after 
passing  the  west  rail  of  the  eastern  track,  while  still  in  a  place 
of  safety,  he  could  have  seen  the  car  approaching.  He  was  fa- 
miliar with  the  locality  and  knew  that  a  car  was  likely  to  pass 
at  any  time  at  a  fairly  good  rate  of  speed.  Held,  that  he  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Laweenoe  W.  Halsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  on  accoimt  of  personal  in- 
juries sustained  by  plaintiff  by  reason  of  being  struck  and 
Vol.  129—84 
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injured  by  one  of  defendant's  street  cars  in  the  city  of  Mil- 
waukee on  April  1,  1903.  In  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  Downer 
avenue  runs  north  and  south  and  is  intersected  at  right 
angles  by  Summit  Place*  Defendant  operated  a  double- 
track  line  of  electric  railway  consisting  of  two  parallel  tracks 
along  and  upon  Downer  avenue.  The  tracks  extend  from 
Summit  Place  directly  north  without  curve  for  a  distance  of 
«ix  or  seven  blocks — one  half  or  three  quarters  of  a  mile, — 
and  from  the  intersection  of  the  two  streets  in  question  a  car 
can  be  seen  coming  from  the  north  for  a  distance  of  five 
blocks.  The  gauge  of  each  track,  or  the  distance  between  the 
rails,  was  the  standard  gauge,  four  feet  eight  and  one-half 
inches.  The  width  of  space  intervening  between  the  easterly 
and  westerly  tracks  was  four  feet  nine  and  one-half  inches, 
measured  from  the  center  of  the  rails,  or  four  feet  six  inches 
from  the  outside  of  one  track  to  the  outside  of  the  other. 
The  car  from  which  plaintiff  alighted,  and  also  the  one  which 
came  from  the  opposite  direction  and  struck  him,  was  forty- 
one  feet  in  length  over  all,  and  forty-three  feet  including  the 
fender.  The  steps  of  these  cars  project  about  eighteen  inches 
beyond  the  rails,  and  the  body  of  the  car  about  twelve  inches. 
On  the  1st  day  of  April,  1903,  at  9  p.  m.,  plaintiff,  who  had 
been  carried  northward  upon  Downer  avenue  upon  defend- 
ant's electric  railway,  alighted  from  the  rear  platform  of  the 
car  at  the  north  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Sununit 
Place  and  Downer  avenue.  The  car  from  which  he  alighted 
was  proceeding  on  the  easterly  track,  and,  after  he  alighted, 
the  car  proceeded,  and  plaintiff  walked  across  the  track  be- 
hind the  car,  and  was  struck,  while  crossing  the  space  be- 
tween the  two  tracks  and  just  before  entering  upon  the  west- 
erly track,  by  a  south-bound  car.  From  a  judgment  direct- 
ing a  verdict  in  favor  of  defendant  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  ChurchUl,  Bennett 
&  Churchill,  and  oral  argument  by  W.  H.  Churchill. 

Clarke  M,  Eosecrantz,  for  the  respondent. 
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Kebwin,  J.  The  only  questions  involved  upon  this  ap- 
peal are:  (1)  Negligence  of  defendant;  (2)  contributory 
negligence  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  he  cannot  recover,  and  the  question 
of  negligence  of  the  defendant  need  not  be  considered. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  without  dispute  that  the 
plaintiff  alighted  from  the  rear  platform  on  the  east  side  of 
the  car  going  north  upon  the  east  track ;  that  he  stepped  back 
a  short  step  to  the  east  and  looked  north,  but  saw  no  car  ap- 
proaching; that  he  waited  until  the  car  from  which  he 
alighted  moved  on,  then  walked  slowly  behind  the  north- 
boimd  car  across  the  east  track,  listening  for  the  sound  of  an 
approaching  car,  or  gong,  but  heard  neither;  that  when  he 
^ot  between  the  east  and  west  tracks  he  stopped  and  looked 
north  to  learn  whether  any  car  was  coming,  and  as  he  did  so 
a  south-bound  car  on  the  west  track  going  at  a  high  rate  of 
speed  struck  him  and  threw  him  backward  a  distance  of  from 
twenty-five  to  thirty  feet ;  that  the  car  from  which  he  alighted 
stopped  at  the  usual  and  customary  place  on  the  north  cross- 
walk; that  plaintiff  listened  up  to  the  time  he  was  struck; 
that  the  car  in  which  he  was  traveling,  as  well  as  the  one 
which  struck  him,  was  well  illuminated  by  electricity,  with 
windovs  all  ground  and  so  situated  as  to  emit  light  there- 
from; that  the  car  which  struck  him  had  a  headlight  burn- 
ing. The  point  of  injury  was  in  the  suburbs  of  the  city  be- 
tween three  quarters  and  one  mile  inside  of  the  city  limits. 
Plaintiff  had  lived  for  a  period  of  about  six  months  about 
two  blocks  from  the  point  where  he  alighted.  Thia  portion 
of  the  city  is  well  settled,  there  being  quite  a  number  of  resi- 
dences there  and  considerable  travel  on  the  streets.  Plaintiff 
was  familiar  with  the  speed  at  which  the  cars  ordinarily  ran 
at  the  point  of  injury,  and  knew  that  a  car  from  the  north 
might  be  expected  at  the  time  of  injury,  and  that  cars  ordi- 
narily were  run  at  a  fairly  good  speed.  At  the  time  of  in- 
jury the  car  which  struck  plaintiff  was  running  at  a  much 
higher  rate  of  speed  than  ordinarily.     Plaintiff  testified  that 


Digitized  by 


Google 


• 


532         SUPBEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Not. 

Morice  t.  Milwaukee  £.  B.  &  L.  Ck>.  129  Wis.  529. 

the  car  from  which  he  alighted  had  gone  four  or  five  feet 
'north  when  he  reached  the  east  rail  of  the  north-bound  track, 
and  that  when  he  reached  the  west  rail  it  had  gone  about  ten 
or  fifteen  feet;  that  until  just  as  he  was  struck  he  did  not 
look  to  the  north  at  any  time  for  an  approaching  car  after  he 
looked  just  as  he  alighted  from  the  east  side  of  the  car,  and 
that  about  the  instant  he  saw  the  south-bound  car  he  was 
struck;  and,  further,  that  when  he  was  between  the  tracks  he 
could  tell  that  the  headlight  on  the  approaching  car  was- 
buming. 

So  it  appears  from  the  uncontradicted  evidence  that  until 
he  was  struck  plaintiff  did  not  look  for  an  approaching  car 
at  any  time  after  he  first  looked  immediately  upon  alighting 
and  when  a  short  step  east  of  the  rear  platform.  Obviously 
at  this  time  the  car  from  which  he  alighted  so  obstructed  the 
view  that  he  could  not  see  the  south-bound  car  upon  the  west 
track,  although  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that,  had  he 
stepped  back  two  steps,  he  could  have  seen  it.  The  view  be- 
ing obstructed  until  he  passed  the  west  rail  of  the  east  track, 
he  was  bound  as  soon  as  the  view  became  unobstructed  to 
look  before  he  entered  the  path  of  danger.  Had  he  looked 
after  he  crossed  the  west  rail  of  the  north-bound  track  and 
while  out  of  danger  he  could  have  seen  the  approachi|ig  car 
at  a  distance  of  about  half  a  mile.  This  was  ample  oppor- 
tunity and  he  should  have  availed  /himself  of  it,  especially 
since  the  view  was  obstructed  from  the  time  he  alighted  imtil 
he  crossed  the  west  rail  of  the  east  track.  In  Koester  v.  C. 
&  N.  W.  B.  Co.  106  Wis.  460,  464,  82  K  W.  295,  this  court 
said: 

"If,  during  any  part  of  his  course,  the  track  is  obscured 
from  his  vision,  the  duty  is  all  the  more  imperative  to  avail 
himself  of  every  possible  unobscured  opportunity,  and,  if  par- 
tial obstruction  to  vision  or  hearing  exist,  to  make  effort  to 
overcome  such  obstruction.  Omission  of  any  reasonable  ef- 
fort likely  to  be  effective  is  negligence  as  matter  of  law ;  not 
merely  is  it  evidence  of  negligence." 
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Plaintiff  testified  that  about  the  instant  he  saw  the  car  he 
was  struck.  »The  failure  to  look  in  time  to  avoid  being 
struck  when  he  had  opportunity  to  do  so,  and  when  he  knew 
that  a  car  was  likely  to  pass  at  a  fairly  good  rate  of  speed  at 
any  time,  was  negligence.  Dummer  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  & 
L.  Co.  108  Wis.  589,  84  N.  W.  853.  ^^^ 

'TDue  care  in  approaching  a  railway  track  can  be  satisfied 
only  by  full  use  of  the  senses  of  sight  and  hearing  at  the  last 
moment  of  opportunity  before  passing  the  line  between  safety 
and  peril."  Qoldman  v.  Milwaukee  E.  B.  &  L.  Qo,  123  Wis. 
168,  170,  101  K  W.  384;  Marshall  v,  0.  B.  &  W.  B.  Co. 
125  Wis.  96,  103  K  W.  249;  White  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co. 
102  Wis.  489,  78  K.  W.  585;  Ouhl  v.  Whitcomb,  109  Wis. 
69,  85  K  W.  142;  Schroeder  v.  Wis.  Cent.  B.  Co.  117  Wis. 
33,  93  N.  W.  837. 

We  are  cited  by  counsel  for  appellant  to  the  rule  that  the 
proof  of  contributory  negligence  must  be  so  clear  and  de- 
cisive as  to  leave  no  room  for  unbiased  and  impartial  minds 
to  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  plaintiff  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence.  We  are  mindful  of  the  rule, 
and  have  given  it  due  weight  in  this  case.  In  connection 
with  this  rule  it  may  be  observed  that  due  weight  should 
also  be  given  to  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence.  Clifford  v.  M.,  St. 
P.  &  '8.  8.  M.  B.  Co.  105  Wis.  618,  81  K  W.  143 ;  Powell  v. 
Ashland  I.  &  8.  Co.  98  Wis.  35,  73  K  W.  573.  We  have 
been  cited  to  several  cases  outside  of  this  state  by  counsel 
for  both  parties,  but  we  think  the  case  before  us  is  ruled  by 
decisions  of  this  court,  and  consideration  of  other  authori- 
ties is  unnecessary. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contrib- 
utory negligence  as  a  matter  of  law,  and  the  judgment  below 
must  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 
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LtTEPT  and  wife,  Respondents,  vs.  Lueft,  by  guardian  ad 
litem.  Appellant. 

October  IJ-^November  7,  1906. 

Wills:  Construction:  Trustees:  Power  to  sell  and  convey  land:  Au- 
thority to  mortgage:  Infants:  Authorizing  mortgage  of  future 
interests  in  land:  Application  of  proceeds. 

1.  Where  power  given  by  a  will  to  sell  and  convey  land  is  coupled 

with  charges  upon  the  estate  and  the  executors  are  intrusted 
with  its  management  to  carry  out  and  discharge  such  obliga- 
tions, the  extent  of  the  power  conferred  (and  whether  it  in- 
cludes the  power  to  mortgage  the  land)  is  to  be  ascertained 
from  the  intention  of  the  testator  as  evinced  by  the  will  in  the 
light  of  surrounding  circumstances. 

2.  A  will  gave  the  residue  of  testator's  estate,  after  a  bequest  of 

120,000,  to  the  executors  in  trust  "to  hold,  manage.  Invest,"  etc., 
and  "to  lease,  sell,  deliver,  transfer,  grant,  and  convey  the 
whole  or  any  part  thereof;  to  invest  and  reinvest  the  proceeds 
of  sale,  and  generally  to  have,  manage,  and  control"  the  estate 
as  fully  as  the  testator  might  do  if  living.  The  net  income  was 
to  be  used  to  maintain  and  care  for  his  son  W.,  and  upon  the 
death  of  W.  without  Issue  the  trustees  were  to  convey  all  real 
estate  to  testator's  son  P.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  lawful 
issue.  The  income  of  the  real  estate  so  held  in  trust  was  suf- 
ficient only  to  pay  taxes.  Insurance,  and  repairs,  but  the  trus- 
tees, with  moneys  obtained  by  mortgaging  the  land,  improved  it 
so  that  It  yielded  a  net  income  for  the  care  and  maintenance 
of  the  son  W.  Held,  that  the  giving  of  such  mortgage  was 
within  the  powers  conferred  by  the  will. 

3.  After  the  death  of  W.  without  Issue,  there  being  no  available 

means  for  payment  of  the  mortgage,  it  was  proper  for  the  court, 
under  ch.  300,  Laws  of  1899,  in  order  to  protect  the  interest  of 
an  infant  daughter  of  the  son  P.,  to  authorize  another  mort- 
gage to  pay  off  the  first. 

4.  It  was  proper  also  In  such  case  for  the  court,  in  order  to  protect 

the  Infant's  interest,  to  direct  payment  of  delinquent  taxes  on 
the  land  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  second  mortgage,  not- 
withstanding the  duty  of  the  life  tenant  to  pay  such  taxes. 

5.  The  fact  that  executors  had  exceeded  their  trust  in  applying 

more  than  the  net  income  to  the  support  of  W.  was  not  material 
in  the  proceeding  to  authorize  the  giving  of  the  second  mort- 
gage. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county :  Wabben  D.  Tabrant,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  author- 
izing a  referee  to  mortgage  lands  in  which  a  minor  has  an  in- 
terest under  a  will.  On  February  17,  1895,  Phillip  Lueft, 
a  resident  of  Milwaukee,  died  testate.  His  will  was  admit- 
ted to  probate  April  5,  1895.  The  executors  named  in  the 
will  duly  qualified  and  letters  testamentary  issued  to  them, 
and  they  continued  to  act  as  executors  and  trustees  during 
the  continuance  of  the  trust  imder  the  will  The  will  of 
Phillip  Lueft,  deceased,  gave  $20,000  out  of  his  personal  es- 
tate to  his  son  Phillip  Lueft,  Jr.,  and  then  provided  as  fol- 
lows : 

"All  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate,  real  or  personal,  and 
wherever  situate  at  the  time  of  my  death,  I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  to  my  said  executors,  in  trust,  however,  for  the  fol- 
lowing purposes,  to  wit:  to  hold,  manage,  invest,  and  reinvest 
the  same,  collect  the  rents,  profits,  and  income  arising  there- 
from ;  to  make  all  necessary  repairs,  and  pay  the  taxes,  assess- 
ments, and  insurance  thereon ;  to  lease,  sell,  deliver,  transfer, 
grant,  and  convey  the  whole  or  any  part  thereof ;  to  invest  and 
reinvest  the  proceeds  of  sale,  and  generally  to  have,  manage, 
and  control  my  said  estate  as  fully  as  I  might,  if  living,  do 
myself;  all  subject,  however,  to  the  provisions,  conditions, 
limitations,  and  restrictions  hereinafter  contained. 

"(A)  I  direct  that  during  the  continuance  of  this  trust  my 
said  executors  and  trustees  shall  use  the  net  income  arising 
from  the  estate  hereby  devised  and  bequeathed  to  them  as 
aforesaid,  or  so  much  of  said  income  as  may  be  necessary 
therefor,  for  the  purpose  of  properly  caring  for  and  maintain- 
ing my  son  William  Lueft,  and  his  family,  if  any ;  it  being 
my  intention  that  my  said  son  shall,  in  so  far  as  said  net  in- 
come shall  suffice,  be  maintained  in  the  manner  we  have  here- 
tofore lived,  and  receive  all  necessary  care,  assistance,  and 
comforts. 

"(B)  All  personal  property  herein  bequeathed  to  my  said 
executors  and  trustees  shall  be  invested,  kept  invested,  and 
reinvested  by  my  said  executors  and  trustees  in  good  interest- 
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bearing  securities,  secured  by  first  mortgage  on  real  estate  sit- 
uate in  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  coimty  of  Milwaukee,  and  state 
of  Wisconsin. 

"(0)  In  case  my  said  executors  and  trustees  shall  sell  any 
of  the  real  estate  hereinbefore  devised  to  them,  I  direct  that 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale  or  sales  shall  be  invested,  kept  in- 
vested, and  reinvested  by  my  said  executors  and  trustees  in 
good  interest-bearing  securities  secured  by  first  mortgage  on 
real  estate  situate  in  the  said  city  of  Milwaukee ;  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  wiU  the  proceeds  of  such  sales  shall  be  deemed 
real  estate  and  shall  be  disposed  of  by  my  executors  and  trus- 
tees in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided  for  the  disposal  of 
my  real  estate. 

"(D)  This  trust  shall  terminate  on  the  death  of  my  said 
son  William  Lueft.  In  the  event  that  on  the  termination  of 
this  trust  my  said  son  William  Lueft  shall  leave  him  surviv- 
ing lawful  issue,  I  will  and  direct  that  my  said  trustees  shall 
convey  and  pay  over  all  the  estate  then  in  their  hands  to  such 
lawful  issue  forever." 

The  will  provided  further  that  if  this  son,  William  Lueft, 
should  leave  no  lawful  issue,  then  the  executors  were  to  con- 
vey and  dispose  of  the  estate  in  their  hands  as  follows :  (a)  To 
transfer  to  his  son  Phillip  Lueft,  Jr.,  all  personalty  in  hand 
absolutely,  and  to  convey  to  him  all  real  estate  for  life  with 
remainder  in  fee  to  his  lawful  issue  surviving  him,  and  if  ho 
should  die  leaving  no  lawful  issue  then  to  testator's  legal 
heirs ;  (b)  if  the  son  Phillip  Lueft,  Jr.,  should  not  then  be 
living,  to  transfer  the  property  to  his  lawful  heirs ;  and  (c)  if 
he  should  leave  no  lawful  issue  then  they  were  to  transfer  the 
estate  in  their  hands  to  testator's  legal  heirs.  At  the  time  of 
testator's  death  his  son  William  was  insane,  and  had  been  in 
an  asylum  for  the  insane  for  some  seven  or  eight  years.  He 
died  September  7,  1901,  unmarried,  and  leaving  no  issue. 
The  son  Phillip  is  married,  and  at  the  time  of  William's 
death  had,  and  still  has,  one  child,  a  daughter,  Flora  Annie, 
who  is  a  minor.  She  appears  by  guardian  and  prosecutes 
this  appeal. 
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Testator's  estate  at  the  time  of  his  death  consisted  of  per- 
sonal property  amounting  to  $26,474,  and  two  pieces  of  real 
estate — one  piece  situated  on  Twelfth  street,  appraised  at 
$8,500,  and  another  situated  on  Wells  street,  appraised  at 
$5,000.  The  Twelfth-street  property  consisted  of  a  lot  and 
a  half,  upon  which  was  located  an  old  brick  structure.  About 
five  years  after  testator's  death  the  executors,  by  moving  the 
old  structure  to  the  rear  of  the  lot  and  by  constructing  a  new 
flat  building  on  it,  made  improvements  on  the  Twelfth-street 
property  at  a  cost  of  about  $36,000,  which  was  paid  by  apply- 
ing the  legacy  to  Phillip  Lueft,  Jr.,  amounting  to  $20,000, 
by  using  $1,000  of  cash  on  hand  belonging  to  the  residue  of 
the  estate,  and  by  applying  $15,000  raised  by  a  loan  on  Sep- 
tember 18, 1901,  by  the  executors  and  trustees  under  the  will, 
payment  thereof  being  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  real  es- 
tate so  improved.  They  also  expended  $1,500  in  improve- 
ments on  the  Wells-street  property,  putting  it  in  proper  con- 
dition for  letting.  This  action  of  the  executors  is  alleged  to 
have  been  taken  under  the  powers  of  the  will,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  increasing  the  income,  which  was  insufficient  to  pay 
taxes,  assessments,  necessary  repairs,  expenses  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  property,  and  the  support,  as  directed  by  the 
will,  of  the  son  William. 

On  March  30,  1903,  Phillip  Lueft,  Jr.,  and  his  wife,  un- 
der ch.  800,  Laws  of  1899,  petitioned  the  circuit  court  to  au- 
thorize a  mortgage  of  $18,000  on  this  real  estate,  the  avails 
of  such  mortgage  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  $15,000 
mortgage  given  by  the  executors  and  trustees  and  interest  due 
thereon,  and  to  pay  the  unpaid  taxes  on  the  real  estate  for 
the  years  1900,  1901,  and  1902.  Notice  of  such  application 
was  given  to  appellant  and  her  guardian  ad  litem. 

The  petition  set  forth  substantially  the  foregoing  facts, 
and  further  alleged  that  the  executors,  as  directed  by  the  will, 
had  supported  the  son  William  in  an  asylum  for  the  insane 
until  the  time  of  his  death ;  that  the  income  from  the  real  es- 
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tate  as  so  improved  was  insufficient  to  so  maintain  him  and 
pay  the  expense  of  administration,  the  debts,  taxes,  assess- 
ments, and  improvements  on  the  real  estate;  that  there  was  no 
money  of  the  estate  on  hand  to  pay  the  mortgage  when  due, 
and  that  there  were  taxes  unpaid  on  the  estate  for  the  years 
1900,  1901,  and  1902 ;  that  a  mortgage  loan  of  $18,000  on 
the  property  would  well  promote  the  interests  of  the  daugh- 
ter. Flora  Annie,  prevent  the  probable  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage,  pay  the  former  loan  of  $15,000  mth  interest,  and 
by  redemption  of  the  outstanding  tax  certificates  prevent  the 
issuance  of  tax  deeds  on  the  premises. 

The  court,  after  a  hearing  and  a  reference  respecting  the 
application,  made  an  order,  based  on  this  petition,  in  which 
it  found 

"that  the  interests  of  said  Flora  Annie  Lueft,  and  of  any 
after-born  children  of  said  Phillip  Lv^ft,  Jr,,  who  will  also 
own  and  become  interested  in  said  real  estate  under  and  by 
said  last  will  and  testament  of  said  Phillip  Lueft,  deceased, 
require  and  will  be  substantially  promoted  by  the  mortgaging 
of  the  real  estate  mentioned  in  said  petition  and  hereinafter 
described  for  the  sum  of  eighteen  thousand  ($18,000)  dol- 
lars, for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  said  petition," 

authorized  the  execution  of  a  mortgage,  and  directed  the  ap- 
plication of  the  money  so  borrowed  in  discharge  of  the  for- 
mer mortgage  and  interest  due  on  it  and  the  payment  of  un- 
paid taxes.  From  such  order  Flora  Annie  Lueft,  by  her 
guardian  ad  litem,  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  F,  H.  Bottum,  guard- 
ian ad  litem,  and  Ryan,  Ogden  &  Bottum,  of  counsel,  and 
oral  argument  by  L,  M,  Ogden.  To  the  point  that  the  exeo- 
utors  had  no  power  to  mortgage  the  land  they  cited  First  Nat. 
Bank  v,  Nat,  Broadway  Bank,  156  N.  T.  459;  Potter  v. 
Hodgm^n,  81  App.  Div.  233;  Willis  v.  Smith,  66  Tex.  31; 
Patapsco  0.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  2  Woods,  395:  Greene  v. 
Greene,  19  R.  I.  619 ;  Hannah  v.  Camahan,  65  Mich.  601 ; 
Rviherford  L.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Sanntroch,  4:4:  Atl.  938  (see  60 
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K  J.  Eq.  471)  ;  Wilson  v.  Maryland  L.  Ins.  Co.  60  Md.  150 ; 
RomUree  v.  Denson,  59  Wis.  522. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Austin,  Fehr  & 
Gehrz,  representing  the  mortgagee  and  his  assignee,  and  of 
counsel  with  EmU  Wallher,  attorney  for  petitioners ;  and  oral 
argument  by  O.  A.  Oehrz.  They  argued,  among  other 
things,  that  the  language  of  the  will  should  be  construed  as 
giving  the  executors  and  trustees  power  to  improve  the  real 
estate  and  mortgage  the  same  to  enable  them  to  complete  and 
pay  for  such  improvements.  Lardner  v.  WUliams,  98  Wis. 
514;  Hannah  v.  Camahan,  65  Mich.  601;  Price  v.  Court- 
ney, 87  Mo.  387 ;  Kent  v.  Morrison,  153  Mass.  137 ;  Zane  v. 
Kennedy,  73  Pa.  St  182;  Leggett  v.  Firth,  53  Hun,  152, 
156;  Steifel  v.  Clark,  9  Baxt.  466,  470,  471 ;  4  Kent,  Comm. 
147 ;  Mills  v.  Banks,  3  P.  Wms.  1,  9 ;  Jackson  v.  Everett, 
3  Shannon  (Tenn.)  811,  58  S.  W.  340;  Williams  v.  Wood- 
ard,  2  Wend.  487,  492;  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d 
ed.)  1060,  1061;  22  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.) 
1156;  Loebenthal  v.  Raleigh,  36  K  J.  Eq.  169,  173. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  will  it  is  un- 
questioned that  the  executors  took  the  residue  of  the  estate 
for  the  purpose  of  applying  the  net  income  thereof,  if  neces- 
sary, to  the  care  and  maintenance,  during  his  life,  of  testa- 
tor's son  William,  and  of  his  family,  if  he  had  any.  In  their 
administration  of  the  trust,  for  the  purposes  and  in  the  man- 
ner set  out  in  the  statement  of  facts,  they  mortgaged  the  real 
estate  for  $15,000  to  pay  in  part  for  the  improvements  made 
on  it.  The  inquiry  is  whether  the  executors  had  power  so  to 
mortgage  the  real  estate  under  the  powers  conferred  by  the 
will.  The  chief  difficulty  arises  in  determining  whether  the 
power  to  make  disposition  of  the  real  estate,  given  in  the 
will,  included  the  power  to  mortgage  it  for  the  purposes  of 
administering  the  trust  with  respect  to  the  care  and  main- 
tenance of  the  son  William.     The  decisions  on  the  subject  of 
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the  right  of  trustees  to  mortgage  real  estate  iznder  a  simple 
power  of  sale  are  not  harmonious.  Lardner  v.  Williams,  98 
Wis.  514,  74  N.  W.  346.  The  weight  of  authority  seems 
to  be  that  a  mere  power  to  sell,  such  as  that  of  a  power  of 
attorney  to  seU  real  estate,  confers  no  power  to  mortgage. 
1  Jones,  Mortg.  §  129,  and  cases  cited;  2  Washburn,  Heal 
Prop.  §  1690,  and  note.  But  when  such  powers,  coupled 
with  charges  upon  the  estate,  are  conferred  by  wills  or  other 
instruments,  and  the  executors  are  intrusted  with  its  man- 
agement to  carry  out  and  discharge  such  obligations,  no  sudi 
limitation  is  implied.  Under  such  circumstances  the  extent 
of  the  power  conferred  by  such  words  as  "to  sell,"  "convey," 
and  their  equivalents  is  to  be  ascertained  from  the  intention 
of  the  donor  of  the  power  in  the  light  of  the  purposes  and 
objects  of  the  trust  as  expressed  in  the  grant. 

In  the  construction  of  powers  conferred  for  such  objects 
we  again  find  the  decisions  upon  the  subject  irreconcilable. 
Some  of  the  courts  have  adopted  the  strict  construction,  and 
hold  that  no  power  to  mortgage  is  implied  by  the  language 
granting  power  to  sell,  convey,  and  dispose  of  the  real  estate, 
for  the  reason  that  such  terms  negative  an  intent  of  the  donor 
to  authorize  mortgaging  the  estate.  Of  this  class  are  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Bloomer  v.  Waldron,  3  Hill,  361;  Potter  v. 
Hodgman,  81  App.  Div.  233;  Price  v.  Courtney,  87  Mo. 
387 ;  Parkhurst  v.  Trumbull  130  Mich.  408,  90  N.  W.  25 ; 
Oreene  v.  Greene,  19  E.  I.  619,  35  Atl.  1042.  Other  courts 
adopt  a  liberal  interpretation  of  such  terms  when  employed 
in  granting  such  powers,  and  have  construed  them  as  ex- 
pressly including  the  authority  to  mortgage.  This  rule  is 
followed  in  Pennsylvania  and  other  jurisdictions.  Zane  v. 
Kennedy,  73  Pa.  St.  182;  McCreary  v.  Bomherger,  151  Pa* 
St  323,  24  Atl.  1066 ;  Jackson  v.  Everett,  3  Tenn.  Cas.  811 ; 
Steifel  V.  Clark,  9  Baxt.  466 ;  Rutherford  L.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Sann- 
trock,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  471,  46  Atl.  648;  MUls  v.  Banks,  3  P. 
Wms.  1;  Ball  v.  Harris,  4  Myl.  &  C.  264;  4  Kent,  Comm. 
^45. 
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This  court  in  the  case  of  Lardner  v.  Williams,  98  Wis*^ 
514,  treating  of  the  question  here  involved,  adopted  the  rule 
followed  in  many  jurisdictions  of  looking  into  the  instrument 
creating  the  trust  and  of  giving  effect  to  the  manifest  intent 
of  the  donor  as  shown  by  the  light  of  the  surroimding  circum- 
stances. The  principle  of  this  rule  is  that  if  the  purpose  of 
the  trust  can  be  answered  and  best  accomplished  by  mort- 
gaging the  estate,  and  if  this  is  not  in  violation  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  donor,  then  this  method  of  administration  is  proper 
and  within  the  grant  of  the  power.  Such  construction  waa 
followed  in  Starr  v.  Moulton,  97  lU.  525 ;  FauLk  v.  Dashiell, 
62  Tex.  642;  Loebenthal  v.  Raleigh,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  169;^ 
Waterman  v.  Baldwin,  68  Iowa,  255,  26  K  W.  435 ;  Kent 
V.  Morrison,  153  Mass.  137,  26  N.  E.  427.  See,  also,  4  Kent, 
Comm.  345,  and  cases  cited;  1  Perry,  Trusts  (5th  ed.)  §  768. 

The  will  clearly  declares  the  object  of  the  trust  conferred 
on  the  executors.  They  were  to  employ  the  residue  of  the 
estate  transferred  to  them  so  that  his  son  WiUiam  should  be 
cared  for  and  maintained  in  the  manner  in  which  he  had 
theretofore  received  "all  necessary  care,  assistance,  and  com- 
forts,^' and  the  cost  thereof  was  to  be  defrayed  out  of  the  net 
income  of  the  estate.  To  accomplish  diis  purpose  the  execu- 
tors were  vested  with  the  residue  of  the  estate,  after  a  be- 
quest of  $20,000  out  of  the  personal  estate  to  his  son  Phillip, 

"to  hold,  manage,  invest,  and  reinvest  the  same,  collect  the 
rents,  profits,  and  income  arising  therefrom ;  to  make  all  nec- 
essary repairs,  and  pay  the  taxes,  assessments,  and  insurance 
thereon ;  to  lease,  sell,  deliver,  transfer,  grant,  and  convey  the 
whole  or  any  part  thereof ;  to  invest  and  reinvest  the  proceeds 
of  sale,  and  generally  to  have,  manage,  and  control  my  said 
estate  as  fully  as  I  might,  if  living,  do  myself." 

In  its  terms  and  phraseology  this  language  is  significant^ 
showing  that  the  testator  intended  to  confer  on  the  executors 
aU  necessary  authority  under  the  power  to  manage  the  prop- 
erty throughout  William's  life  so  as  to  provide  for  him  as  the 
testator  had  done  in  his  lifetime.     It  is  evident  that  he  in- 
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tended  to  invest  them  with  broad  and  discretionary  powers 
in  the  control  and  management  of  the  property  and  in  the 
conduct  of  William's  affairs  for  his  benefit.  The  termi- 
nology necessarily  implies  that  the  executors  were  to  handle 
the  property  in  such  ways  as  they  found  best  under  the  cir- 
cumstances to  meet  the  charge  imposed  by  the  will.  The 
terms  of  the  will  and  the  directions  it  imposed  negative  the 
idea  that  the  executors  were  to  be  limited  to  an  absolute  sale 
of  the  real  estate  and  to  reinvesting  the  proceeds  in  interest- 
bearing  securities.  Testator  manifestly  contemplated  that 
they  should  secure  the  largest  possible  income  from  the  es- 
tate. The  accomplishment  of  such  an  object  implies  that 
they  were  vested  with  a  discretion  to  adopt  such  management 
as  they,  in  their  judgment,  found  would  best  attain  the  de- 
sired result.  No  portion  of  the  will  indicates  an  intention 
to  restrict  this  authority  by  limiting  the  management  and 
the  disposition  of  the  property  to  any  specific  method. 

We  should  look  to  all  parts  of  the  will  to  ascertain  thiB 
testator's  intention.  Taking  this  view  of  the  will,  we  think 
the  language,  "generally  to  have,  manage,  and  control  my 
said  estate  as  fully  as  I  might,  if  living,  do  myself,"  is  an 
expression  of  testator's  intention  to  confer  broad  and  com- 
prehensive powers  for  the  purposes  of  this  trust,  and  that  such 
language  should  be  construed  as  having  a  significance  inclu- 
sive of  every  meaning  in  which  the  words  may  be  used,  in- 
stead of  a  restricted  one.  It  appears  that  the  real  estate  held 
in  trust  yielded  no  income  above  the  necessary  expenses  of  re- 
pairs, taxes,  and  insurance.  After  it  was  improved,  as  shown, 
it  yielded  a  net  income  sufficient  to  furnish  the  son  William 
the  care  and  maintenance  directed  and  the  executors  were 
thus  enabled  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  trust  In  the 
light  of  these  facts  it  seems  obvious  that  the  provisions  of  the 
will  were  complied  with  by  the  executors  in  making  the  im- 
provements and  that  their  administration  was  in  harmony 
with  testator's  intention  that  the  powers  granted  them  should 
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be  co-extensive  with  the  purposes  of  the  trust,  and  included 
those  required  to  carry  out  the  improvements  of  the  real  es- 
tate, and  for  this  purpose  they  had  authority  to  execute  the 
mortgage  for  $15,000.  This  mortgage  being  valid,  and  there 
being  no  means  of  payment  available,  it  seems  obvious  that 
the  only  way  to  protect  the  infant's  interest  and  to  prevent  a 
sale  of  the  premises  in  satisfaction  of  this  mortgage  is  to  au- 
thorize another  loan  to  secure  money  to  pay  it  Such  a  course 
is  promotive,  within  the  contemplation  of  ch.  300,  Laws  of 
1899,  of  her  interests  in  the  property. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  court  erred  in  directing  that  the 
delinquent  taxes  be  paid  out  of  the  money  so  to  be  raised  in 
this  proceeding,  because  the  law  imposes  the  duty  of  paying 
them  on  the  life  tenant.  Notwithstanding  such  duty '  of  the 
life  tenant,  the  court  may  very  properly  direct  redemption 
from  a  sale  for  delinquent  taxes  to  prevent  the  issuance  of 
tax  deeds,  thereby  protecting  the  infant's  estate.  A  delay 
of  redemption  until  payment  could  be  enforced  against  the 
life  tenant  might  seriously  imperil  the  infant's  interests. 

It  is  urged  that  the  executors  exceeded  their  trust  in 
applying  more  than  the  net  income  to  William's  support. 
Whether  or  not  there  is  a  basis  for  such  a  claim  is  immaterial 
in  this  proceeding.  The  executors  had  power  under  the  will 
to  make  the  $16,000  mortgage,  and  it  was  proper  for  the 
court  to  order  a  new  loan  to  provide  for  its  payment  to  pro- 
tect the  infant's  estate  from  loss  as  threatened  if  it  were  not 
paid. 

We  discover  no  error  in  the  record,  and  find  that  the  order 
of  the  circuit  court  was  well  founded. 

By  the  Court. — The  order  appealed  from  is  aflSrmed. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.,  dissents. 
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Gebmania  Nationai.  Bank  op  Milwaukee,  Respondent^ 
vs.  Mabinee,  imp.,  Appellant. 

Octo&er  Id—Novemher  7,  1906. 

Bills  and  notes:  Ambiguity  as  to  signature:  Officer  of  corporation:^ 
Statutes  construed:  Parol  evidence, 

A  note  read:  "Four  months  after  date  the  Northwestern  Straw 
Works  promise  to  pay/'  etc.,  and  was  signed 

"The  Northwestern  Straw  Works, 

"E.  R.  Stillman,  Treas. 
"John  W.  Mariner." 
Mariner  was  the  secretary  of  the  corporation,  duly  authorized 
to  sign  the  note  on  its  behalf.    Held: 

1.  The  signature  of  Mariner  was  not  "so  placed"  on  the  in* 
strument  as  to  make  it  doubtful  in  what  capacity  he  intended  to 
sign,  within  the  meaning  of  subd.  6,  sec.  1675 — 17,  of  the  Nego* 
tiable  Instrument  Law  (ch.  356,  Laws  of  1899),  providing  that  a 
person  whose  signature  is  so  placed  is  to  be  deemed  an  indorser. 

2.  It  appearing  from  the  instrument  itself  that  Mariner  placed 
his  signature  thereon  as  maker,  either  individually  or  in  a  rei>- 
resentative  capacity,  sec.  1677 — 3  does  not  apply. 

[3.  Whether  the  note  itself  showed  that  Mariner  signed  on  be- 
half of  the  corporation  and  is  therefore  not  personally  liable 
thereon,  under  sec.  1675 — 20,  not  determined.] 

4.  If  sec.  1675 — 20  does  not  apply,  the  note  was  ambiguous 
upon  its  face  as  to  Mariner,  and  parol  evidence  that  he  signed 
merely  in  his  representative  capacity  and  as  agent  for  the  cor- 
poration was  admissible,  even  as  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  the  note  for  value  before  its  maturity. 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Obeen  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Van  Dyke  &  Tan 
DyTce,  and  oral  argument  by  0.  D.  Van  Dyke. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Aiistinj  Fehr  &- 
OehrZj  and  oral  argimient  by  W.  H.  Austin. 
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WiNSLOw,  J.  The  plaintiff  sued  the  appellant  and  the 
Northwestern  Straw  Works  as  makers  of  the  following  prom- 
issory note: 

"Milwaukee,  January  6,  1905. 
"Four  months  after  date  the  Northwestern  Straw  Works 
promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  F.  G.  Bigelow  ($20,000) 
Twenty  Thousand  Dollars  at  the  First  National  Bank,  Mil- 
waukee.    Value  received. 

"The  Northwestern  Straw  Works, 

"E.  R  Stilhnan,  Treas. 
"John  W.  Mariner." 

The  defendants  answered  jointly,  alleging  that  the  note 
was  the  note  of  the  Northwestern  Straw  Works  (a  corpora- 
tion) alone,  and  was  signed  by  Mr.  Mariner  as  secretary  of 
the  corporation  and  not  in  his  individual  capacity.  The  case 
was  tried  without  a  jury,  and  the  evidence  showed  without 
dispute  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  note  from  the  payee 
in  due  course  and  for  value  before  due ;  that  it  represented  a 
loan  made. to  the  corporation  defendant  alone;  that  the  by- 
laws of  the  corporation  required  its  notes  to  be  signed  by  two 
officers,  either  the  president  or  treasurer  and  the  secretary; 
that  Mr.  Stillman  was  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  and 
Mr.  Mariner  the  secretary;  that  Mr.  Mariner  signed  his 
name  thereto  simply  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  the  note  of 
the  corporation  and  not  intending  to  bind  himself,  but  n^- 
lected  to  add  the  word  "Secretary^'  to  his  name;  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  information  as  to  the  capacity  in  which  Mr. 
Mariner  signed  the  note  further  than  that  afforded  by  the 
note  itself;  and  that  the  defendant  corporation  went  into 
bankruptcy  after  the  maturity  of  the  note  and  made  a  com- 
position with  its  creditors  under  which  there  was  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  note  $4,020.  There  was  no  proof  that  the 
corporation  had  ever  held  out  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  public 
that  Mr.  Stillman  or  any  single  officer  had  auliiority  to  exe- 
cute notes  for  it  Upon  these  facts  the  court,  upon  motion, 
Vol.  129—35 
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ordered  the  complaint  amended  so  as  to  charge  Mr.  Mariner 
as  indorser,  found  him  liable  as  such,  and  entered  judgment 
against  him  for  the  balance  due  upon  the  note,  from  which 
judgment  Mr.  Mariner  appeals. 

The  question  as  to  the  liability  of  Mr.  Mariner  under  the 
facts  stated  is  certainly  not  free  from  difficulty.  The  gen- 
■eral  rule  is  well  supported  that  when  it  clearly  appears, 
•either  in  the  body  of  the  note  or  by  appropriate  words  added 
to  the  signatures  themselves,  that  a  corporation  is  the  party 
making  the  promise,  there  is  no  individual  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  signers.  1  Eandolph,  Comm.  Paper  (2d  ed.) 
§  136.  In  an  early  case  in  this  state,  however  (Dennison  v. 
Austin,  15  Wis.  334),  this  principle  was  in  effect  modified, 
as  it  is  modified  in  some  other  jurisdictions,  by  a  proviso  to 
the  effect  that,  if  the  signers  in  fact  had  no  authority  to  bind 
the  corporation,  they  bind  themselves  individually.  The  Ne- 
gotiable Instrument  Law  (ch.  356,  Laws  of  1899)  recognizes 
both  the  general  principle  and  the  proviso,  in  sec.  1675 — 20, 
in  these  words : 

^'Where  the  instrument  contains  or  a  person  adds  to  his 
signature  words  indicating  that  he  signs  for  or  on  behalf  of 
a  principal,  or  in  a  representative  capacity,  he  is  not  liable 
on  the  instrument  if  he  was  duly  authorized/' 

As  it  appears  without  dispute  in  the  present  case  that  the 
signers  of  the  note  were  authorized  to  execute  it  on  behalf  of 
the  corporation  the  proviso  need  not  be  considered.  In  the 
present  case  the  body  of  the  note  declares  that  the  "North- 
western Straw  Works'^  (presumably  a  corporation)  is  the 
promisor:  It  does  not  say  "I"  or  "we"  promise  to  pay,  but 
specifically  names  a  corporation  as  the  promisor.  Hence, 
so  far  as  Mr.  Stillman  is  concerned,  the  note  itself  makes  it 
clear  that  he  signed  only  on  behalf  of  the  corporation.  Parol 
evidence  would  not  be  admissible  to  show  that  he  signed  as  a 
joint  maker.  Liehscher  v.  Kraus,  74  Wis.  387,  45  N.  W. 
166.     The  same  claim  is  forcibly  made  as  to  the  signature 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


7]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  547 

Germania  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mariner,  129  Wis.  544. 

of  the  defendant  Mariner,  and  it  is  not  without  authority  to 
support  it    ShaA)er  v.  Ocean  M,  Co.  21  Cal.  45. 

We  are  not  inclined,  however,  to  rest  the  case  upon  any 
doubtful  proposition.  Granting  that  the  section  does  not  ap- 
ply as  to  the  signature  of  Mr.  Mariner,  we  think  it  would  be 
conceded  that  upon  its  face  it  is  ambiguous  so  far  as  Mr, 
Mariner  is  concerned.  The  instrument  says  that  the  "North- 
western Straw  Works"  promises  to  pay.  The  signature  of 
Mr.  Mariner  is  the  bare  signature  of  an  individual.  This  is 
certainly  not  usual,  and  should  arrest  the  attention  of  any 
one  dealing  with  it  at  once.  People  do  not  ordinarily  sign 
-contracts  purporting  on  their  face  to  be  contracts  of  others. 
If  they  do,  the  fact  itself  suggests  at  once  a  doubt  as  to  what 
they  mean  by  it.  In  other  words,  the  instrument  becomes, 
as  to  sudi  signatures,  ambiguous.  The  Negotiable  Instru- 
ment Law,  before  referred  to,  contains  several  provisions 
with  reference  to  the  construction  of  negotiable  instruments 
bearing  the  signatures  of  persons  who  have  not  made  their 
intentions  clear,  and  these  must  be  considered.  Subd.  6,  sec. 
^1675 — 17,  provides  that,  "whpre  a  signature  is  so  placed  on 
an  instrument  that  it  is  not  clear  in  what  capacity  the  person 
making  the  same  intended  to  sign,  he  is  to  be  deemed  an  in- 
<iorser."  This  provision,  by  its  very  terms,  applies  only  to 
a  case  of  doubt  arising  out  of  the  location  of  the  signature 
upon  the  instrument.  Names  are  sometimes  placed  at  the 
side,  on  the  end,  or  across  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and 
thus  a  doubt  arises  as  to  whether  the  signer  intended  to  be 
bound  as  a  maker  or  an  indorser,  or  perhaps  as  a  guarantor, 
and  to  solve  these  doubts  the  section  in  question  was  evi- 
dently framed.  It  was  to  settle  a  doubt  fairly  arising  from 
the  ainbiguous  location  of  the  name,  and  applies  to  no  other. 
In  the  present  case  there  is  no  doubt  of  this  nature.  The 
signature  of  Mr.  Mariner  is  placed  in  the  usual  and  proper, 
in  fact  the  only  proper,  place  for  a  maker.  The  doubt  aris- 
ing is  not  a  doubt  whether  he  intended  to  sign  as  maker,  in- 
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dorser,  or  guarantor,  for  it  is  clear  from  the  location  of  the 
name  that  he  did  not  intend  to  sign  as  fhdorser  or  guarantor, 
but  simply  a  doubt  whether  he  intended  to  sign  in  an  individ- 
ual or  in  a  representative  capacity  as  maker.  To  say  that, 
where  it  conclusively  appears  from  the  instrument  that  the 
signer  intended  to  sign  as  a  maker,  the  statute  is  intended  to 
make  him  an  indorser,  would  be  little  short  of  ridiculous. 
The  statute  was  passed  to  meet  a  case  where  it  is  doubtful 
from  the  instrument  whether  a  man  intended  to  become  an 
indorser,  not  to  make  an  indorser  out  of  a  person  who,  with- 
out doubt,  intended  to  sign  as  maker,  either  individually  or 
as  representative  of  another.  We  have  no  doubt,  therefore, 
that  this  section  has  no  application  to  the  present  case. 

Sees.  1677 — 3  and  1677 — 4  (ch.  356,  Laws  of  1899)  are 
also  referred  to  as  having  some  bearing  on  the  question.  Sec 
1677 — 3  provides  that  "a  person  placing  his  signature  upon 
an  instrument  otherwise  than  as  maker,  drawer  or  acceptor 
is  deemed  to  be  an  indorser,  unless  he  clearly  indicates  by 
appropriate  words  his  intention  to  be  bound  in  some  other 
capacity."  Sec  1677 — 4  provides  that  "where  a  person,  not 
otherwise  a  party  to  an  instrument,  places  thereon  his  signa- 
ture in  blank  before  delivery,  he  i's  liable  as  an  indorser  in 
accordance  with  the  following  rules,"  etc  As  to  the  last- 
named  section,  it  is  manifest  that  it  has  no  application,  be- 
cause Mr.  Mariner  did  not  place  his  signature  upon  the  note 
in  blank.  The  first-named  section  is  equally  inapplicable, 
because  it  is  certain,  from  the  instrument  itself,  that  he 
placed  his  signature  thereon  as  maker,  either  individually  or 
in  a  representative  capacity;  hence  the  contingency  named 
in  the  section  has  not  arisen.  It  seems  entirely  clear  from 
the  language  of  these  two  sections,  and  from  the  notes  thereto, 
that  they  were  intended  to  lay  do\vn  in  statutory  form  the 
propositions  already  decided  by  this  court  in  Cady  v.  Shep- 
ard,  12  Wis.  639,  and  King  v,  Ritchie,  18  Wis.  654,  and 
other  cases  following  them.     There  are  no  other  sections  of 
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the  Negotiable  Instrument  Law  which  can  be  reasonably 
claimed  to  have  any  material  bearing  on  the  question  now  un- 
der consideration,  and  it  must  therefore  be  determined  upon 
general  principles  of  the  common  law. 

It  is  elementary  that,  in  case  a  written  contract  is  ambigu- 
ous in  its  terms,  parol  proof  of  the  facts  and  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  executed  may  be  introduced  to  aid  in  its 
construction.  This  rule  applies  to  commercial  paper,  even 
in  the  hands  of  third  persons,  because,  where  the  ambiguity 
is  apparent  to  a  reasonably  prudent  man  on  the  face  of  the 
paper,  he  is  necessarily  put  upon  inquiry.  Mediem,  Agency, 
§  443;  Hood  v.  Eallenbech,  7  Hun,  362;  10  Cyc.  1051;  4 
Thompson,  Corp.  §  5141.  The  parol  evidence  in  the  pres- 
ent case  showed  without  dispute  that  Mr.  Mariner's  signa- 
ture was  attached  simply  in  his  representative  capacity  and 
as  agent  of  the  corporation.  There  being  a  plain  ambiguity 
in  this  respect  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  note,  the  evidence 
was  properly  received,  and  the  judgment  against  Mr.  Mari- 
ner individually  was  erroneously  rendered. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
with  directions  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 


Keemeb  and  otibers.  Executors,  Respondents,  vs.  Sponholz 
and  wife,  Appellants. 

Octoher  12^Novemher  7, 1906. 

Judgment  hy  default:  Vacating:  Claim  of  defendant  must  appear  mer- 
itorious: Proofs, 

1.  Upon  a  motion  to  vacate  a  default  judgment  and  permit  a  de- 
fense to  be  interposed  it  is  essential  that  it  should  appear,  from 
the  proposed  answer  and  the  whole  case  made,  that  the  claim  of 
the  defendant  is  meritorious. 
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2.  The  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  proposed  answer  in  such  a 
case  may  properly  be  tested  by  the  proofs  produced  on  the  mo- 
tion, to  the  extent  of  determining  whether,  in  any  reasonable 
probability,  the  claim  of  the  defendant  can  be  established  on  a 
trial;  and  if  there  is  no  such  probability  the  answer,  though 
meritorious  in  mere  words,  may  be  condemned  as  unmeritori- 
ous  in  fact 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county :  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  refusing  to  open  a  default 
judgment  and  permit  a  defense  to  be  interposed. 

The  defendants  in  1892  borrowed  $7,375.15  in  one  sum 
and  $650  in  another,  giving  their  promissory  notes  therefor 
and  securing  each  by  a  mortgage  on  real  estate  occupied  by 
them  for  some  years  prior  to  the  foreclosure  proceedings  here- 
after mentioned.  Valentin  Blatz  acquired  said  securities  and 
subsequently  died.  Some  two  years  thereafter  and  in  Febru- 
ary, 1896,  the  circumstances  being  such  that  the  mortgages 
were  subject  to  foreclosure,  an  action  was  commenced  to  that 
end  by  the  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  said 
Blatz,  the  summons  being  personally  served,  as  indicated  by 
the  record,  by  a  person  not  an  officer.  Such  proceedings  were 
thereafter  had  in  such  action  that  in  March,  1896,  a  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  and  sale,  and  providing  in  case  of  a  de- 
ficiency for  a  personal  judgment  against  the  defendants,  was 
rendered,  the  amount  of  the  claim  against  defendants  being 
adjudged  to  be  $8,562.82.  Later  and  in  due  time  such  pro- 
ceedings were  had  to  enforce  said  judgment  that  the  mort- 
gaged property  was  sold  at  public  sale  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
$6,500,  they  making  but  one  and  the  only  bid  at  the  sale.  On 
May  15,  1897,  thereafter  judgment  for  deficiency  was  in  due 
form  rendered  against  the  defendants  for  $2,688.48.  Xo  no- 
tice of  the  entry  of  the  judgment  was  given  to  said  defendants. 
In  March,  1905,  finding  their  property,  upon  which  they  de- 
sired to  obtain  a  loan,  to  be  incumbered  by  such  last-mentioned 
judgment,  they  moA'ed  the  court  to  vacate  the  foreclosure  pro- 
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ceedings  npon  the  ground  that  the  suimnons  was  never  served 
upon  them.  The  motion  was  heard  on  affidavits  and  denied 
and  the  order  was  not  appealed  from.  A  motion  was  there- 
after made  to  set  aside  the  foreclosure  judgment  and  for  per- 
mission to  defend.  Such  motion  was  heard  on  a  proposed 
answer,  affidavits,  and  oral  testimony.  In  such  answer,  for 
a  defense,  there  were  allegations  to  this  effect:  An  agreement 
was  made  between  the  said  Valentin  Blatz  and  the  defend- 
ants that  in  consideration  of  a  surrender  of  the  mortgaged 
property  without  costs  to  him  and  without  foreclosure  pro- 
ceedings, and  payment  of  an  indebtedness  of  defendant  Emil 
A.  SponholZj  which  he  owed  for  beer,  defendants  might  re- 
main ia  possession  of  the  premises  till  their  new  house  was 
done,  which  was  in  process  of  being  erected,  and  that  no  fur- 
ther claim  should  be  made  on  the  mortgage  indebtedness,  but 
that  the  notes  and  mortgages  should  be  surrendered  up  and 
canceled  and  the  mortgages  discharged  of  record,  and  that 
pursuant  to  such  agreement  the  indebtedness  for  beer  was 
paid  and  the  property  was  surrendered.  Defendants  have  al- 
ways been  ready  and  willing  by  a  proper  conveyance  to  vest 
the  title  to  the  mortgaged  property  in  said  Blatz,  or  his  legal 
representatives  or  assigns.  At  the  time  of  the  foreclosure 
sale  the  property  was  worth  $13,000,  and  was  worth  at  the 
time  of  making  the  answer  a  sum  in  excess  of  the  mortgage 
indebtedness  and  costs,  and  was  of  the  rental  value  of  $600 
per  year. 

The  affidavits  used  on  the  motion  placed  the  value  of  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the  foreclosure  sale  at  from  something 
less  than  the  amount  due  on  the  foreclosure  judgment  to  sev- 
eral thousand  dollars  in  excess  thereof.  Some  of  them  tended 
to  show  that  the  value  was  greater  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  proceeding  than  at  the  time  of  such  sale. 
There  was  oral  testimony  by  the  defendant  Emil  A.  Sponholz 
to  the  effect  that  the  new  house  spoken  of  in  the  complaint  was 
in  process  of  erection  in  1897  at  the  time  of  the  foreclosure 
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sale;  that  he  did  not  know  anything  about  the  foreclosure 
judgment  or  the  judgment  for  deficiency  till  March,  1905; 
that  knowledge  thereof  came  to  him  as  stated  in  the  proposed 
answer;  that  he  moved  out  of  the  mortgaged  premises  pur- 
suant to  a  mutual  imderstanding  with  a  Mr.  Fricke,  agent  for 
the  plaintiffs,  that  he  should  surrender  the  same  but  should 
be  permitted  to  stay  until  the  house  should  be  finished ;  that 
it  was  not  because  of  any  judgment  that  he  surrendered  the 
property;  that  he  knew  of  none.  Both  defendants  testified 
that  no  summons  was  served  on  them  in  the  foreclosure  suit 
There  was  testimony  in  opposition  to  the  motion  that  on 
January  31,  1896,  a  letter  was  in  due  course  sent  to  the  de- 
fendant Emil  A.  Sponholz  on  behalf  of  plaintiffs  to  the  effect 
that  the  former's  proposition  to  turn  over  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty in  settlement  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness  would  not 
be  accepted  and  that  foreclosure  proceedings  would  be  com- 
menced. Mr.  Fricke  testified  that,  representing  the  plaintiffs, 
after  the  foreclosure  judgment  was  rendered  he  interviewed 
Mr.  Sponholz  about  redeeming  the  property,  and  that  the  lat- 
ter said  he  could  not  redeem.  Mr.  Fricke  further  testified 
that  after  the  mortgage  sale  he  called  on  Mr.  Sponholz  in  re- 
spect to  delivering  up  the  property  and  that  the  latter  said 
that  he  wished  to  remain  till  his  new'  house  was  done ;  that 
on  such  occasion  Mr.  Sponholz  was  informed  of  the  sale  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  purchasers.  Mr.  Fricke  further 
testified  that  there  was  a  large  crowd  at  the  sale,  but  that  the 
only  bid  was  that  of  the  plaintiffs  for  $6,500 ;  that  he  under- 
stood from  Mr.  Sponholz  that  the  new  house  was  the  property 
of  his  wife  and  that  he,  Sponholz,  was  execution  proof;  that 
when  he  had  the  talk  with  Sponholz  after  the  sale  about  sur- 
rendering up  the  property  Sponholz  was  keeping  a  saloon 
thereon.  Sponholz  denied  having  the  conversation  with  Mr. 
Fricke,  testified  to  by  him,  and  denied  that  he  was  keeping  a 
saloon  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  conversation. 
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The  motion  of  the  defendants  was  denied  and  they  ap- 
pealed. 

0.  H,  Hamilton,  for  the  appellants. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  A,  C.  Riethrock, 
attorney,  and  Oeorge  Sylvester,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  Mr.  Sylvester. 

Mabshatl,  J.  The  appellants'  application  was  addressed 
to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  and,  therefore,  the  result 
cannot  be  successfully  attacked  except  for  abuse  of  such  dis- 
cretion. That  is  elementary.  True,  as  counsel  for  appel- 
lants contends,  that  rule  contemplates  the  exercise  of  legal  dis- 
cretion,— ^that  is  that  the  trial  judge  shall  exercise  sound  judg- 
ment upon  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  recogniz- 
ing the  spirit  of  the  Code  that  every  person  having  within  rea- 
sonable probabilities,  apparently,  a  meritorious  cause  of  ac- 
tion or  defense  shall  have  an  opportunity  to"  present  the  same 
for  adjudication,  if  he  acts  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
statute,  notwithstanding  any  neglect  which  is  reasonably  ex- 
cusable, on  such  terms  as  will  fairly  make  the  opposite  party 
good  for  the  disturbtace  of  his  situation  by  the  mere  reason 
of  delay. 

One  of  the  most  important  essentials  in  an  application  of 
this  sort  is  that  the  claim  of  the  petitioner  shall  appear,  from 
the  allegations  in  the  proposed  answer  and  from  the  whole 
case  made,  to  be  meritorious.  Union  L,  Co,  v.  Chippewa  Co. 
47  Wis.  245,  2  K  W.  281;  Port  Huron  E.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Clem' 
ents,  113  Wis.  249,  255,  89  IST.  W.  160.  The  appellants  at 
the  outset  faced  an  adjudication  of  the  court,  unappealed 
from,  that  the  summons  was  regularly  served  on  them  and 
that  their  sworn  statements  to  the  contrary  were  imtrue.  The 
trial  court  in  view  of  that  situation  was  well  warranted  in 
concluding  that  their  claim  as  to  an  agreement  having  been 
made  that  the  property  should  be  surrendered  and  an  indebt- 
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edness  for  beer  paid  in  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  indebted- 
ness should  have  some  fair  support  in  order  to  raise  a  proba- 
bility that  it  could  be  established  upon  a  trial.  It  conclusively 
appears  that  the  allegations  of  the  answer  as  to  an  agreement 
having  been  made  with  Valentin  Blatz  are  untrue,  because 
his  death  occurred  two  years  prior  to  the  happening  of  the 
circumstances  which  it  is  conceded  characterized  such  agree- 
ment, if  any  was  ever  made.  Blatz  died  before  the  foreclosure 
action  was  commenced  and  before  appellants  commenced  to 
construct  the  new  house  to  which  they  removed  when  they 
vacated  the  mortgaged  premises.  So  the  claim  that  they 
agreed  with  Blatz  during  the  period  of  the  construction  of  the 
new  house,  as  claimed,  cannot  be  true.  Again  the  idea  that 
the  appellants  vacated  the  premises  under  an  agreement,  as 
they  claim,  making  no  conveyance  to  the  holders  of  the  mort- 
gages in  execution  thereof,  and  that  appellants  nevertheless 
supposed  respondents,  for  the  period  of  some  eight  years  which 
followed  before  the  motion  to  open  the  foreclosure  judgment 
was  made,  exercised  control  over  the  property  as  owners  with- 
out any  title  other  than  a  mere  mortgage  interest,  is  so  very 
unreasonable  that  the  court  was  warranted  in  disbelieving  it. 
Further,  since  when  Mr,  Sponholz  came  to  testify  orally  in 
respect  to  the  matter  he  made  no  mention  of  having  made  an 
agreement  with  Mr.  Blatz,  but  claimed  to  have  had  some  sort 
of  an  understanding  with  Mr.  Fricke,  as  agent  of  respondents, 
as  to  vacating  the  premises,  differing  materially  from  the 
agreement  alleged  in  the  answer,  that  warranted  the  court,  es- 
pecially in  view  of  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Fricke,  in  concluding 
that  no  agreement  was  made  of  the  nature  of  that  claimed  by 
appellants.  In  the  answer,  as  we  have  seen,  it  was  alleged 
that  defendants  agreed  to  surrender  the  mortgaged  premises 
and  Mr.  Sponholz  agreed  to  pay  an  indebtedness  of  his  for 
beer  in  discharge  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness,  while,  when 
he  came  to  testify  orally,  he  said  nothing  whatever  of  a  defi- 
nite nature  as  to  payment  of  the  beer  bill.     He  merely  said 
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that  "there  was  a  mutual  understanding  between  Mr.  Fricke 
and  myself.  I  told  him  I  was  willing  to  vacate  the  property 
and  turn  it  over  without  any  law  proceedings,  and  he  said  it 
was  nice,  and  he  gave  me  a  promise  to  stay  in  there  until  my 
house  was  finished.  It  was  not  because  of  a  judgment  of  fore- 
closure and  sale.  It  was  simply  because  there  was  a  mortgage 
on  the  property.  .  •  .  There  never  was  any  suit." 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  there  was  a  suit  which  had  pro- 
ceeded to  judgment  long  before  the  date  of  the  alleged  under- 
standing and  the  obvious  falsity  of  the  answer  as  to  an  agree- 
ment having  been  made  with  Valentin  Blatz,  and  the  highly 
unreasonable  claim  that  an  agreement  somewhat  similar  to 
that  so  alleged  was  made  with  Mr.  Fricke  and  that  respond- 
ents took  the  property  pursuant  thereto  without  any  convey- 
ance being  made  to  them  by  appellants,  and  in  face  of  the 
much  more  reasonable  claim  of  respondents,  supported  by 
proof,  that  appellants  were  notified  in  writing  before  the 
foreclosure  suit  was  commenced  that  the  property  would  not 
be  taken  in  discharge  of  the  mortgage  indebtedness ;  that  after 
the  sale  and  sheriff's  deed  to  respondents  appellants  were  told 
of  such  judgment  and  requested  to  vacate  the  property,  and 
were  then  at  their  request  permitted  to  keep  the  same  for  a 
short  time  to  enable  them  to  finish  their  house,  then  in  process 
of  construction, — it  seems  that  the  trial  court  had  a  pretty 
sound  basis  for  the  conclusion  that  appellants'  plea  that  the 
mortgaged  premises  were  suri'endered  in  discharge  of  the 
mortgage  indebtedness  could  not  be  established  by  them  to  the 
satisfaction  of  any  court,  if  a  defense  of  that  sort  were  per- 
mitted to  be  interposed.  Certainly  the  situation  falls  far 
short  of  satisfying  the  rule  that  a  strong  case  of  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion must  be  shown  to  warrant  reversing  the  determination 
of  the  trial  court  in  such  a  matter  as  this.  Seymour  v.  Chip- 
pewa Co.  40  Wis.  62. 

On  an  application  of  this  sort  the  truth  of  the  allegations 
of  the  proposed  answer  may  properly  be  tested  by  the  proofs 
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produced  on  the  motion,  to  the  extent  of  determining  whether, 
in  any  reasonable  probability,  the  claim  of  the  defendant  can 
be  established  on  a  trial,  and  if  there  is  none,  such  answer, 
though  meritorious  in  mere  words,  may  be  condemned  as  un- 
meritorious  in  fact.  That  course  was  pursued  here.  The 
proposed  answer  on  its  face  was  meritorious,  but  the  proofs 
produced  on  the  motion  showed  that  its  material  allegations 
eould  not  be  established  by  evidence ;  and  the  substitute  thero- 
for  testified  to,  viz.,  the  claimed  understanding  with  Mr. 
Fricke,  the  trial  court  evidently  concluded  was  without  any 
substantial  support.  We  cannot  see  our  way  clear  to  disturb 
that  conclusion. 

By  the  Court. — The  order  is  affirmed. 


Speliopoulos,  Respondent,  vs.  Schick  and  another.  Appel- 
lants. 

October  12^Noveml>er  7, 1006. 

Oontracta:  Permission  to  maintain  structure  on  sidewalk:  Preven- 
tion hy  third  parties:  Recovery:  Evidence:  Cross-examination: 
Conduct  of  attorneys:  Instructions  to  jury. 

1.  Defendants,  being  lessees  of  a  store  building,  gave  plaintiff  per- 
mission to  maintain  a  bootblacking  stand  on  the  sidewalk  ad- 
joining such  building,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  then 
paid  and  monthly  payments  thereafter  to  be  made.  The  agree- 
ment expressly  stated  that  defendants  did  not  in  any  way  guar- 
antee to  plaintiff  the  right  to  keep  thei)remises  without  moles- 
tation on  the  part  of  the  city  or  other  persons  than  themselves. 
Held,  that  if  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  maintaining  the  stand 
by  the  city,  by  defendants'  landlord,  or  by  any  person  other  than 
defendants,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  back  the  sum  paid 
to  defendants. 

'2.  In  an  action  to  recover  back  the  sum  so  paid  plaintiff  should  not 
have  been  permitted  to  introduce  in  evidence  a  so-called  permit 
to  erect  the  stand,  given  by  a  city  official  who  had  no  authority 
over  the  subject. 
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3.  Plaintiff  in  such  action  having  testified  on  the  subject  of  his  in- 
telligent understanding  of  the  situation  before  making  the  con- 
tract, it  was  error  to  exclude,  on  his  cross-examination,  a  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  before  making  the  contract  he  had  consulted 
an  attorney  as  to  his  right  to  build  the  stand. 

•4.  In  an  action  upon  a  contract,  attempts  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
to  show  that  plaintiff  did  not  fully  understand  the  contract,  and 
to  impress  that  as  a  fact  upon  the  jury  in  his  argument,  are 
criticised  as  having  been  Intended  to  invoke  the  sympathy  of 
the  jury  and  obscure  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties;  but  whether 
such  conduct  was  so  prejudicial  as  to  vitiate  the  verdict  is  not 
determined. 

5.  An  instruction  carrying  the  impression  to  the  jury  that,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  judge,  there  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
might  find  a  certain  fact,  when  in  reality  there  was  no  evidence 
whatever  tending  to  prove  that  fact,  was  misleading  and  erro- 
neous. 

Appeax,  from  a  judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Judge.     Reversed. 

Defendants,  being  tenants  under  lease  of  a  store  building 
at  the  comer  of  Third  street  and  Grand  avenue,  in  Milwau- 
kee, entered  into  a  written  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  that, 
in  consideration  of  $225  then  paid  and  for  the  further  consid- 
eration of  $25  per  month  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  day  of  each 
subsequent  month,  "permission  is  hereby  given  by  us  to  James 
Speliopoulos  to  maintain  and  conduct  a  bootblacking  stand  on 
the  east  side  of  Third  street  north  of  Grand  avenue  alongside 
of  the  store  building  occupied  by  Schick  &  Ducey."  Further, 
that  it  was  understood  that  sudi  permit  should  continue  for 
two  years  upon  the  above  terms,  and  be  renewable  by  plaintiff 
for  further  two  years  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  month,  and  fur- 
ther provided  that  permission  was  given  upon  the  understand- 
ing that  sho%dd  Speliopoulos  leave  or  remove  his  bootblacking 
stand  for  any  reason  whatsoever  he  forfeits  all  claim,  right, 
and  title  to  the  $225  above  mentioned ;  also,  "in  permitting 
said  James  Speliopoulos  to  conduct  said  business,  the  said 
Schick  &  Ducey  do  not  in  any  way  whatsoever  guarantee  said 
James  Speliopoulos  the  right  to  keep  these  premises  without 


Digitized  by 


Google 


^58  SUPKEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Nov. 

Speliopouloa  v.  Schick,  129  Wis.  556. 

molestation  on  the  part  of  the  city  or  other  persons  than  them- 
selves." Plaintiff,  before  the  making  of  the  agreement,  had 
obtained  a  written  formal  permission  to  maintain  the  stand  on 
the  sidewalk  from  the  mayor,  who  had  no  authority  whatever 
to  give  it,  the  board  of  public  works  being  vested  with  all  such 
authority,  and  exhibited  same  to  the  defendants.  After  mak- 
ing of  the  contract  plaintiff  employed  a  carpenter  to  construct 
the  stand,  some  twenty  feet  in  length,  four  feet  in  width,  and 
l)rought  it  to  the  place  where  he  commenced  its  erection.  He 
was  there  interrupted  by  a  policeman,  to  whom  plaintiff  ex- 
hibited his  permit,  whereupon,  according  to  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence, the  policeman  said  "go  ahead,"  and,  according  to  the 
policeman's  testimony,  forbade  further  proceedings  until  a 
proper  permit  from  the  board  of  public  works  was  obtained. 
The  carpenter  continued  to  construct  the  stand,  when  it  was 
again  forbidden  by  a  wholly  unascertained  person  described 
as  a  man  who  called  himself  a  lawyer.  Plaintiff  appealed 
repeatedly  to  the  defendants,  and  as  to  their  conduct  a  distinct 
issue  of  fact  arises,  the  defendants  claiming  that  they  repeat- 
edly said  to  him  that  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  other  peo- 
ple's objections,  they  were  willing  he  should  proceed  and 
thought  he  had  a  perfect  right  to;  plaintiff  claiming  that, 
after  first  so  stating,  they  afterwards  told  him  that  he  could 
not  build,  but  must  take  his  stuff  and  go  away.  This,  after 
some  days,  he  did,  and  demanded  return  of  his  money,  which 
they  refused,  and  this  action  was  brought  to  recover  his  dam- 
ages from  the  breach  of  their  agreement.  The  jury  returned 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $225  "forfeit"  and  $125 
paid  to  the  carpenter.  From  judgment  entered  upon  such 
verdict,  after  motion  to  set  it  aside,  defendants  appeaL 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Churchill,  Bennett 
<&  Churchill,  and  oral  argument  by  TF.  //.  ChurchilL 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  W.  B.  Rubin,  and 
•oral  argument  by  W.  C.  Zabel. 
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Dodge,  J.  Obviously  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  a 
l)Ootblacking  stand  upon  the  sidewalk  adjoining  premises  is  an 
invasion  of  two  distinct  rights:  those  of  the  person  lawfully 
in  possession  of  the  premises  and  those  of  the  public  at  large 
in  the  street  Whether  it  also  infringes  upon  any  rights  of 
the  owner  of  a  reversionary  title  in  the  premises  need  not  be 
decided  in  this  case.  As  each  person  whose  rights  are  so  in- 
vaded can  object)  to  the  erection  of  such  structure,  he  can  also 
waive  such  right  to  object,  but  merely  as  to  himself.  Neither 
<5an  grant  a  fully  effective  privilege  to  maintain  such  a  struc- 
ture. Clearly,  the  written  instrument  executed  by  the  de- 
fendants was  a  mere  permission,  a  mere  agreement  not  to  urge 
the  objections  which  they  might  against  the  plaintiff's  erect- 
ing and  maintaining  the  stand  at  the  place  designated.  Such 
would  be  quite  obviously  the  effect  of  the  instrument  even 
without  the  last  paragraph,  but  that  puts  beyond  dispute  their 
purpose  to  confer  no  rights  upon  the  plaintiff  against  any  one 
but  themselves,  and  they  could  be  guilty  of  no  breach  of  that 
iM>ntract  except  by  raising  the  objections  which  they  thereby 
agreed  to  waive.  Further,  it  is  apparent  that  the  $200  paid 
in  advance  was  in  no  sense  a  forfeit  or  security,  but  a  price 
paid  for  the  permission  given,  to  which  was  to  be  added  the 
monthly  instalments  of  $25  each  as  further  compensation  for 
that  same  permission.  In  the  light  of  this  construction  of  the 
contract,  there  could  be  no  breach  thereof  on  the  defendants' 
part  by  reason  of  the  interference  with  plaintiff's  occupancy 
by  any  one  except  themselves  or  one  acting  under  their  au- 
thority. There  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might 
have  found  that  the  defendants  did  so  interfere,  hence  that 
question  was  a  legitimate  one  for  the  jury.  There  was  also 
evidence  that  plaintiff's  failure  to  erect  and  maintain  his 
stand  was  due  to  prevention  by  a  police  oflScer  acting  as  repre- 
sentative of  the  city,  the  guardian  of  the  rights  of  the  public 
in  the  street     There  is  also  some  evidence  of  interference  by 
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a  somewhat  mythical  "man^'  who  "called  himself  a  lawyer," 
to  which,  so  far  as  the  evidence  goes,  plaintiff  need  have  paid 
no  attention,  but  for  which  no  responsibility  of  defendants  is 
shown.  In  this  situation,  clearly  the  only  question  for  the 
jury  to  pass  upon  was,  on  the  one  hand :  Was  plaintiff  pre- 
vented from  maintaining  his  stand  by  the  defendants  ?  On 
the  other  hand :  Did  he  refrain  from  so  doing  entirely  by  rea- 
son of  the  acts  of  either  the  city  or  this  supposed  lawyer  ?  If 
the  former,  he  may  have  been  entitled  to  recover  back  that 
which  defendants  had  received  from  him  and  to  recover  such- 
damages  as  were  reasonably  to  be  anticipated  from  a  breach 
of  the  contract.  If  the  latter,  he  had  no  right  to  recover 
against  the  defendants  at  all.  Two  instructions  to  the  jury^ 
which  are  assigned  as  error,  departed  radically  from  this  view. 
Those  instructions  were  to  the  effect  that  if  plaintiff  was  pre- 
vented from  erecting  his  stand  by  either  the  defendants,  the- 
city,  or  the  landlord  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  back  the 
money  paid  by  him ;  and  that  if  he  was  prevented  either  by  the 
defendants  or  by  the  landlord,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  defendants  the  sums  expended  by  him  in  preparation  to- 
erect  In  both  of  these  instructions,  by  the  reference  in  the 
one  to  the  city  or  the  landlord,  and  in  the  other  to  the  land- 
lord, fatal  error  was  committed,  for  which  the  judgment  must 
be  reversed. 

The  reference  to  prevention  by  the  landlord  was  also  erro- 
neous upon  another  ground,  namely,  that  it  carried  to  the  jury 
the  impression  that  there  was  evidence,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
judge,  upon  which  they  might  find  that  the  landlord  had  in- 
terfered with  the  plaintiff,  while  the  record  is  wholly  barren 
of  any  evidence  having  such  tendency.  Such  an  instruction 
is  misleading  and  erroneous.  Mushach  v.  Wis.  C.  Co.  108 
Wis.  57,  69,  84  N.  W.  36. 

Certain  detail  errors  are  assigned,  to  which,  perhaps,  some 
attention  should  be  given,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  new  trial 
may  ensue.     Plaintiff  was  allowed  to  introduce,  over  objec- 
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tion,  a  so-called  permit  from  the  mayor  to  erect  the  stand. 
It  appearing  by  the  charter  of  Milwaukee  that  the  mayor  had 
no  authority  whatever  over  the  subject,  but  that  all  authority 
was  vested  in  the  board  of  public  works,  from  whom  only,  if 
any  one,  could  a  legal  permit  be  issued,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
any  materiality  to  this  paper.  Its  prejudice,  however,  is  not 
so  obvious,  though  it  is  argued  that  it  was  made  use  of  to  urge 
upon  the  jury  the  good  faith  of  plaintiff  and  to  arouse  sym- 
pathy in  his  behalf.  If  so,  it  may  be  that  it  was  prejudicial. 
It  is  always  best  to  exclude  evidence  that  has  no  relation  to 
the  issues  on  trial,  for  it  is  difficult  to  measure  its  effect  on 
such  false  issues  as  that  above  suggested.  The  paper  should 
have  been  excluded. 

We  can  see  no  reason  for  excluding  a  question  asked  of  the 
plaintiff  on  cross-examination,  whether  before  making  the 
contract  he  consulted  an  attorney  as  to  his  right  to  build  the 
stand.  He  had  testified  on  the  subject  of  his  intelligent  un- 
derstanding of  the  situation  before  making  the  contract^  and 
this  question  was  entirely  in  line  with  the  evidence  so  given. 

Complaint  is  made  because  plaintiff's  attorney  attempted 
to  show  an  imperfect  understanding  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
contract,  and  undertook  to  impress  that  as  a  fact  upon  the 
jury  in  his  argument.  The  court,  however,  at  every  step 
overruled  him  in  such  attempts,  hence  no  technical  error  on 
the  part  of  the  court  was  committed,  and,  since  the  judgment 
must  be  reversed  on  other  grounds,  we  need  not  consider 
whether  such  prejudice  could  have  resulted  from  the  conduct 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  as  to  vitiate  the  verdict.  We  are 
moved  to  say,  however,  that,  as  plaintiff  was  suing  upon  the 
contract,  the  fact  of  incomplete  understanding  thereof  could 
have  been  offered  for  no  reason  but  with  a  view  to  invoke  sym- 
pathy from  the  jury,  which  would  have  been  an  entirely  false 
issue,  and,  if  effective  at  all,  would  but  have  tended  to  obscure 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties,  which  are  wholly  independent 
of  it  No  counsel,  bound  by  his  oath  as  he  should  be  by  his 
Vol.  129—36 
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conscience  to  the  promotion  of  justice  according  to  law,  ought 
to  permit  himself  to  so  obstruct  or  obscure  it,  even  in  the  f eiv 
vor  of  a  jury  trial. 

None  of  the  other  assignments  of  error  are  of  sufficient 
gravity  to  warrant  discussion. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  new  trial. 


State  ex  bel.  Sepic,  Respondent,  vs.  City  of  Milwaukee, 

Appellant 

October  12— November  7, 1906. 

Liquor  licenses:  Revocation:  Powers  of  Milwaukee  common  council. 

The  Milwaukee  city  charter  (subd.  1,  sec.  3,  ch.  IV),  giving  to  the 
common  council  power  to  "license,  regulate,  and  restrain"  those 
engaged  in  the  business  of  selling  liquor,  does  not  by  implica- 
tion empower  the  council  to  provide  by  ordinance  how  licenses 
to  sell  liquor  may  be  revoked  or  to  confer  power  to  revoke  them 
upon  a  court  The  general  laws  on  that  subject  (sees.  1558, 
.1559,  Stats.  1898),  enacted  by  the  same  legislature  as  was  the 
charter  provision,  apply  to  all  municipalities  and  are  exclusive. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  J.  C.  LuDwia,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

On  the  10th  of  July,  1905,  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  duly 
licensed  by  the  city  of  Milwaukee  to  sell  spirituous,  malt,  and 
intoxicating  liquors  within  the  city.  He  paid  the  prescribed 
license  fee  and  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  to 
entitle  him  to  conduct  such  a  business  until  July  1,  1906.  On 
December  8,  1905,  petitioner  was  arraigned  before  the  dis- 
trict court  for  Milwaukee  county  upon  complaint  of  having 
sold  liquors  to  minors  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  city 
ordinances,  and  was  convicted  and  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  for 
such  offense.  The  court  also  determined  and  adjudged :  "And 
the  court  further  orders  that  the  license  be  revoked.''     The 
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part  of  the  judgment  imposing  a  penalty  and  costs  of  the  ac- 
tion was  paid  by  plaintiff  in  error  and  is  fully  discharged. 
On  April  27,  1906,  plaintiff  in  error  petitioned  the  circuit 
•court  that  a  writ  of  certiorari  issue  to  the  district  court  and 
to  the  clerk  thereof  commanding  return  to  be  made  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  by  the  district  court  and  its  clerk  of  the  proceedings 
had  and  taken  in  that  action,  and- praying  that  the  part  of 
the  judgment  revoking  the  license  to  sell  liquors,  granted  him 
l>y  the  city  of  Milwaukee^  be  vacated  and  held  for  naught. 
A  proper  return  was  made  in  obedience  to  such  writ,  contain- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  district  court  in  the  action  specified 
in  the  petition,  showing  that  the  court  had  found  plaintiff  in 
error  guilty  of  the  offense  charged  and  had  imposed  a  penalty 
and  the  costs  of  the  prosecution,  and  further  adjudging :  "And 
the  court  further  orders  that  the  license  be  revoked."  It  also 
appeared  by  the  return  that  plaintiff  in  error  had  paid  the 
penalty  and  costs. 

A  trial  was  had  in  the  circuit  court  in  the  proceeding,  and 
the  court  determined  as  follows :  "It  is  adjudged  (1)  that  that 
part  of  said  judgment  above  referred  to,  wherein  the  saloon 
license  of  plaintiff  in  error  is  attempted  to  be  revoked,  be  and 
the  same  is  hereby  reversed.'*  This  is  an  appeal  from  such 
judgment 

By  sec.  3,  ch.  IV,  of  the  MilwavJeee  city  charter  the  com- 
mon council  is  given  power  to  enact 

^'ordinances,  rules,  by-laws  and  regulations  for  the  govern- 
ment and  good  order  of  the  city — ^f or  the  benefit  of  the  trade, 
commerce  and  health  thereof — for  the  suppression  of  vice — 
for  the  prevention  of  crime — and  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
powers  vested  in  said  common  council,  as  they  shall  deem  ex- 
pedient ;  and  to  declare  and  impose  penalties,  and  to  enforce 
the  same  against  any  person  or  persons  who  may  violate  any 
of  the  provisions  of  such  ordinances,  rules,  by-laws  and  regu- 
lations. And  such  ordinances,  rules,  by-laws  and  regulations 
are  hereby  declared  to  be,  and  have  the  force  of  law,  provided, 
that  they  be  not  repugnant  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
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States  or  of  this  state.  And  for  these  purposes  the  common 
council  shall  have  authority — anything  in  a  general  law  of 
this  state  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding — ^by  ordinances, 
resolutions,  by  laws,  rules  or  regulations." 

By  subd.  1  of  this  section  the  common  council  is  given 
power: 

"To  regulate  groceries,  .  .  .  saloons,  gardens  and  all  other 
places  within  said  city,  where  wines  and  other  liquors  are  sold 
for  any  purpose." 

By  sec.  7,  ch.  XVIII,  of  the  General  Ordinances  of  the 
city  (1896)  it  is  enacted  that  any  licensed  saloonkeeper  who 
shall  be  guilty  of  the  acts  therein  specified  "shall  be  punished 
by  a  fine,"  in  the  amoimts  prescribed.  It  is  further  ordained 
as  follows : 

"Sec.  8.  Whenever  any  person  licensed  under  this  chapter 

shall  be  convicted  of  any  of  the  offenses  specified  in  the  last 

preceding  section,  the  court  in  which  conviction  may  be  had 

or  the  common  council  shall  have  the  power,  in  its  discretion, 

to  revoke  or  cancel  any  license  issued  to  such  person  imder  the 

provisions  of  this  chapter,  and  such  license  shall  thereupon 

and  thereafter  be  null  and  void." 

t 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  John  T,  Kelly,  city 
attorney,  and  Benjamin  Poss,  assistant  city  attorney,  and  oral 
argument  by  Mr.  Poss. 

William  M.  Tihhs,  for  the  respondent. 

SiEBECKEE,  J.  The  revocation  of  respondent's  license  by 
the  district  court  was  admittedly  sought  to  be  accomplished 
under  a  city  ordinance  providing  that  a  penalty  should  be  im- 
posed upon  any  person  licensed  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors 
who  should  be  guilty  of  violating  the  terms  of  the  ordinance 
in  the  respects  specified,  and  furtier  providing: 

"Whenever  any  person  licensed  under  this  chapter  shall  be 
convicted  of  any  of  the  offenses  specified  in  the  last  preceding 
section,  the  court  in  which  conviction  may  be  had  or  the  com- 
mon council  shall  have  the  power,  in  its  discretion,  to  revoke 
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or  cancel  any  license  issued  to  such  person  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  chapter,  and  such  licenses  shall  thereupon  and 
thereafter  be  null  and  void." 

Upon  review  of  the  district  court's  proceedings,  the  circuit 
<30urt  held  that  the  district  court  had  acted  without  power  in 
revoking  the  license  of  respondent  and  that  the  action  of  the 
-court  was  without  authority,  and  it  set  the  action  asida 

The  appellant  urges  that  the  circuit  court  erred  in  so  hold- 
ing, and  insists  that  tie  judgment  of  the  district  court  in  re- 
voking respondent's  license  was  proper  under  the  ordinance 
referred  to.  This  presents  the  question  Whether  the  city  had 
power  to  provide  by  ordinance  how  a  license  to  sell  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  might  be  revoked  and  to  confer  such  power  to  re- 
voke on  the  district  court.  Reliance  for  such  authority  in 
the  city  is  placed  on  the  provisions  of  ch.  IV  of  the  city  char- 
ter. This  chapter  vests  the  municipal  government  of  the 
city  in  the  mayor  and  common  council.  Sec.  3  provides  that 
the  common  council  shall  have  the  power  to  enact  and  enforce 
ordinances  pertaining  to  all  matters  concerning  the  govern- 
ment of  the  city.  Following  this  general  grant  of  power  to 
legislate  respecting  municipal  affairs  is  an  express  enumera- 
tion of  many  subjects  concerning  which  legislative  authority 
is  conferred,  and  among  them  is  that  of  regulating  and  re- 
straining the  business  of  dealing  in  intoxicating  liquors.  We 
have  then  a  special  provision  in  the  charter  granting  authority 
to  deal  with  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors,  and  we  must 
look  to  this  section  to  ascertain  what  authority  the  common 
<50uncil  has  to  legislate  on  this  subject.  An  examination  of 
this  provision  of  the  charter  (subd.  1,  sec.  3,  ch.  IV)  shows 
that  the  council  is  given  power 

^'to  regulate  groceries,  .  .  .  saloons,  gardens  and  all  other 
places  within  said  city,  where  wines  and  other  liquors  are 
sold,  .  .  .  and  to  license,  regulate  and  restrain  tavern-keep- 
ers, grocers,  .  .  .  keepers  of  .  .  .  saloons,  ...  or  other 
houses  or  places  for  the  selling  or  giving  away  spirituous, 
^  .  .  or  fermented  liquors;  and  to  classify,  grade  and  regu- 
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late  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  licenses  .  .  .  and  to  restrain 
any  person  from  .  .  .  dealing  [therein]  unless  duly  licensed 
by  authority  of  the  common  council ;  provided,  the  amount  to 
be  charged  for  any  such  license  shall  not  [exceed  the  maxi- 
mum or  be  less  than  the  minimum]  sura  required  by  the  gen- 
eral laws  of  this  state,  to  be  paid  for  like  licenses  in  its  towns 
and  villages  of  the  state,  under  the  general  laws  which  are 
hereby  made  applicable  to  all  licenses  granted  hereunder, . . .'' 

It  is  urged  that  the  powers  enumerated  in  the  foregoing 
provision  "to  license,  regulate  and  restrain''  those  engaged  in 
the  business  imply  the  power  to  prescribe  upon  what  condi- 
tions that  license  may  be  revoked,  and  that  the  common  coun- 
cil properly  provided  by  ordinance  in  what  manner  such  revo- 
cation should  be  made.  We  discover  no  such  intention  in  the 
words  of  the  grant,  but,  on  the  contrary,  we  deem  the  grant 
"to  license,  regulate  and  restrain"  those  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness to  be  an  express  limitation  on  the  common  council,  em- 
powering it  to  deal  with  the  subject  only  in  the  respects  these 
words  imply.  The  words  "regulate"  and  "restrain"  do  not 
in  any  sense  mean  revoke.  As  stated  in  Memaugh  v.  Orlando, 
41  Fla.  433,  437,  438,  27  South.  34,  these  words  in  a  grant 
to  a  city  to  legislate  on  this  subject  cannot  be  construed  to  in- 
clude the  idea  of  "prohibit."  The  words  must  be  deemed  to 
have  been  employed  in  their  usual  sense,  and  cannot  be  en- 
larged by  construction.  It  is  manifest  from  the  context  of 
this  grant  that  the  legislature  did  not  include  in  the  grant  the 
authority  to  prescribe  how  such  a  license  should  be  revoked. 

This  conclusion  is  reinforced  by  consideration  of  the  gen- 
eral legislation  on  the  subject.  Sees.  1558,  1559,  Stats.  1898, 
which  were  passed  by  the  same  legislature  that  passed  this 
charter  provision  and  prior  to  it,  prescribe  by  general  law  that 
licenses  granted  to  persons  engaged  in  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors  shall  be  revoked  by  the  proper  town  or  village  board  or 
by  the  common  council  in  cities  upon  complaint  and  notice 
to  the  party.  The  provisions  of  the  statutes  which  in  terms 
cover  and  deal  with  this  subject,  and  are  so  framed  w  to  ap- 
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ply  to  all  towns,  villages,  and  cities  in  this  state,  are  very  per- 
suasive of  the  conclusion  that  the  legislature  intended  that  the 
procedure  provided  thereby  should  be  exclusive  of  all  others 
providing  for  the  revocation  of  such  licenses,  and  should  ap- 
ply to  all  municipalities.  Considering  the  extent  of  the 
power  granted  by  the  charter  and  the  general  legislative  pro- 
visions regulating  the  subject,  we  think  it  is  obvious  that  the 
common  council  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee  had  no  power  to 
provide  by  ordinance  how  such  licenses  should  be  revoked, 
that  the  ordinance  authorizing  the  district  court  or  the  com- 
mon council  to  revoke  such  licenses  upon  the  conditions  and 
terms  prescribed  in  it  is  void  to  that  extent,  and  hence  that 
the  judgment  of  the  district  court  revoking  respondent's  li- 
cense was  properly  declared  to  be  void. 
By  the  Court — Judgment  affirmed. 


BoTLE  and  another.  Appellants,  vs.  Eobinson,  Eespondent. 

October  12— November  7, 1906. 

Deeds:  Competency  of  grantor:  Undue  influence:  Evidence:  Burden 
of  proof:  Judgment:  Witneaaea:  Attorneys  at  law:  Phyaiciana: 
Appeal:  Immaterial  error, 

1.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  deed  and  a  transfer  of  personalty  by 

an  aged  woman  to  a  daughter  to  the  exclusion  of  her  children 
by  a  former  husband,  the  evidence  (sufficiently  stated  in  the 
opinion)  is  held  to  sustain  findings  of  the  trial  court  that  the 
grantor  was  mentally  competent  and  that  there  was  no  undue 
influence.    • 

2.  Plaintiffs'  evidence  in  such  case  is  held  not  to  have  constituted 

such  a  primal  facie  showing  of  fraud  or  undue  influence  as  to 
have  put  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  defendant 

3.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  deed  from  a  mother  to  a  daughter, 

where  a  part  of  the  consideration  was  a  promise  by  the  grantee 
to  pay  certain  sums  to  plaintiffs,  who  were  also  children  of  the 
grantor,  a  Judgment  establishing  the  validity  of  the  deed  and 
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directing  payment  of  the  agreed  sums  to  plaintiffs  was  not 
erroneous  because  it  made  such  payment  conditional  upon 
plaintiffs'  paying  defendant's  costs  and  disbursements  in  the 
action,  but  should  not  have  made  such  payment  to  plaintiffs  con- 
ditional upon  their  paying  defendant's  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  action  or  conditional  upon  ''the  final  termination  of 
the  action,  by  consent  or  otherwise,  in  accordance  with"  tliat 
Judgment 

4.  An  attorney  at  law  who  drew  a  deed  and  a  contract  by  the  grantee 
to  support  the  grantor,  and  who,  at  the  grantor's  request,  signed 
such  papers  as  a  witness,  was  properly  allowed  to  testify  as  to 
the  mental  competency  of  the  grantor  at  that  time. 

6.  A  physician  who  signed  a  deed  as  d  witness  is  competent  lo  tes- 
tify as  to  the  mental  competency  of  the  grantor,  where  his  testi- 
mony does  not  involve  disclosure  of  any  communications  re- 
ceived by  him  while  attending  the  grantor  as  a  physician. 

6.  Error  in  the  admission  of  evidence  is  immaterial  where,  even 
without  such  evidence,  the  findings  of  the  trial  court  are  abun- 
dantly supported. 

AppEuAX  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee coimty :  Wabeen  D.  Tarrant,  Circuit  Judge.  Modified 
end  Oifjinrned, 

This  is  an  action  to  set  aside  a  certain  deed  and  an  alleged 
assignment  or  transfer  of  certificates  of  deposit  from  one 
Bridget  Duffy  to  the  defendant,  Margaret  Bohinson,  on  the 
ground  of  undue  influence  and  incompetency.  The  plaintiffs 
are  children  of  Bridget  Duffy  by  her  first  husband,  one  Wil- 
liam Whalen,  now  deceased,  and  defendant  a  daughter  by 
a  second  marriage  with  one  Michael  Duffy,  now  deceased. 
Bridget  Duffy,  prior  to  October  7,  1903,  owned  real  estate  in 
the  city  of  Milwaukee  valued  at  $25,000,  subject  to  a  $6,000 
mortgage ;  also  certificates  of  deposit  in  the  Second  Ward  Sav- 
ings Bank  for  $3,843,  together  with  some  furniture  situate 
in  her  home  valued  at  about  $100. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  death  of  Bridget  Duffy  July  2, 
1904,  intestate;  that  she  left  surviving  the  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendant as  her  only  heirs  at  law;  that  on  October  7, 1903,  and 
prior  thereto,  she  was  the  OAvner  and  in  possession  of  certain 
real  estate  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  describing  it,  and  was 
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eighty-two  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  her  death,  and  had  been 
prior  thereto  feeble  in  mind  and  body,  and  for  a  year  or  more 
preceding  her  death  w^s  incompetent  to  have  the  care  and 
management  of  her  estate  or  to  care  for  herself ;  that  on  Octo- 
ber 2,  1903,  she  took  up  her  abode  with  defendant,  Margaret 
Rohinson,,  and  continued  to  live  and  reside  with  her  until  the 
time  of  her  death ;  that  Bridget  Duffy,  by  reason  of  her  old 
age  and  bodily  and  mental  infirmities,  was  easily  influenced 
and  subject  to  the  control  of  defendant,  and  in  consequence 
thereof  defendant  induced  her  by  persuasion  and  the  exercise 
of  undue  influence,  while  she  was  not  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind,  to  deed  to  defendant  the  real  estate  in  question  for  the 
expressed  consideration  of  $1,  and  that  there  was  in  fact  no 
valid  or  good  consideration  moving  from  grantee  to  grantor 
for  such  conveyance;  that  between  October  2,  1903,  and  the 
time  of  the  death  of  Bridget  Duffy,  defendant  induced  her  by 
undue  influence  to  transfer  without  consideration  certain  cer- 
tificates of  deposit  issued  by  one  of  the  Milwaukee  banks  for 
about  $3,800.  The  complaint  prays  judgment  setting  aside 
and  canceling  the  deed  in  question  and  for  general  relief. 

The  answer  denies  the  allegations  of  fraud,  want  of  consid- 
eration, and  undue  influence,  and  alleges  that  the  defendant 
for  a  long  time  prior  to  October  7,  1903,  resided  next  door 
to  Bridget  Duffy,  and  with  her  from  October  7,  1903 ;  admits 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed  from  Bridget  Duffy  to 
defendant,  also  the  transfer  of  the  certificates  of  deposit ;  and 
alleges  that  the  real  estate  in  question  was  given  and  conveyed 
to  Bridget  Duffy  by  her  husband,  Michael  Duffy,  father  of 
defendant,  and  by  one  Charles  Duffy,  a  brother  of  defendant 
and  son  of  said  Bridget  and  Michael  Duffy,  and  that  the 
money  for  which  the  certificates  of  deposit  were  issued  was 
given  to  Bridget  Duffy  by  said  Michael  and  Charles  Duffy,  or 
came  from  the  income  of  the  property  so  conveyed  and  given 
to  Bridget  Duffy  by  said  Michael  and  Charles  Duffy;  and 
further  alleges  that,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiffs  being  in  no 
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wise  related  to  or  of  the  blood  of  the  said  Michael  Duffy  and 
his  son  Charles  Duffy,  they  have  no  right,  title,  or  interest  as^ 
heirs  at  law  or  otherwise  of  Bridget  Duffy  in  any  of  the  prop- 
erty described  in  the  complaint,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
sec.  2272,  Stats.  1898.  The  answer  further  alleges  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed  by  Bridget 
Duffy  to  defendant,  defendant  executed  an  agreement  in  writ- 
ing which  was  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  Bridget  Duffy,  to 
the  effect  that  the  defendant  would  support,  care  for,  main- 
tain, nurse,  and  in  every  way  provide  for  said  Bridget  Duffy 
during  her  life,  and  at  the  time  of  her  death  would  pay  to 
Mary  Boyle,  her  half-sister,  $1,000  in  cash,  to  James  Whalen, 
her  half-brother,  $500  in  cash,  and  to  the  Gesu  church  of  the 
city  of  Milwaukee,  or  to  the  proper  officers  thereof,  $1,000 
for  masses,  and  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  Little  Sisters  of  the 
Poor  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee  $500 ;  that  defendant  has  been 
at  all  times  ready  and  willing  to  carry  out  the  conditions  of 
this  agreement  on  her  part ;  that  no  demand  was  made  upon 
her  by  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  for  any  matter  or  thing  concerning  the  estate 
or  property  of  said  Bridget  Duffy;  and  that  she  complied 
with  all  the  conditions  of  this  agreement  as  to  the  care  and 
custody  of  Bridget  Duffy,  and  is  ready  and  willing  to  carry 
out  the  other  terms  and  conditions  thereof;  and  denies  the 
other  material  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  prays  that 
the  same  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
The  court  found : 

"(3)  That  for  many  years  prior  to  October,  1903,  the  de- 
fendant had  resided  next  door  to  said  Bridget  Duffy  and  had 
looked  after,  cared  for,  and  visited  the  said  Bridget  Duffy 
daily.  (4)  That  from  on  or  about  the  2d  day  of  October, 
1903,  to  the  time  of  the  latter's  death,  the  defendant  lived 
with  said  Bridget  Duffy  and  had  looked  after,  supported, 
cared  for,  maintained,  and  in  every  way  provided  for  the  said 
Bridget  Duffy.  (5)  That  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  said 
Bridget  Duffy  she  was  about  eighty-two  years  of  age,  and  had 
been  for  some  time  prior  to  that  time  feeble  in  body.   (6)  That 
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on  or  about  October  7,  1903,  the  said  Bridget  Duffy  executed 
and  delivered  to  the  defendant  a  warranty  deed  of  the  here^ 
inbefore  described  real  estate.  (7)  That  between  October  7, 
1903,  aftd  prior  to  January,  1904,  said  Bridget  Duffy  as- 
signed and  transferred  to  the  defendant  certain  certificates  of 
deposit,  issued  by  the  Second  Ward  Savings  Bank  of  the  city 
of  Milwaukee,  aggregating  about  the  sum  of  $3,800.  (8)  That 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  aforesaid 
warranty  deed  by  Bridget  Duffy  to  Margaret  Robinson,  and 
in  part  consideration  for  the  same,  the  said  Margaret  Robin- 
son made  and  executed  a  certain  agreement  in  writing  and 
delivered  the  same  to  the  said  Bric^t  Duffy,  and  the  same 
was  received  and  accepted  by  Bridget  Duffy  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  thereof,  viz.,  October  7,  1903.  (9)  That  said 
agreement,  in  substance,  was  a  promise  on  the  part  of  Mar- 
garet Robinson  to  support,  care  for,  maintain,  nurse,  and  in 
every  way  provide  for  Bridget  Duffy,  her  mother,  from  the 
date  thereof  to  the  death  of  Bridget  Duffy,  and  at  her  death 
to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  Mrs.  Mary  Boyle  and  James 
Whalen  one  thousand  dollars  ($1,000)  and  five  hundred  dol- 
lars ($500)  in  cash,  respectively,  and  to  pay  or  cause  to  be 
paid  to  the  Gesu  church  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin, 
the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars  ($1,000)  for  masses,  and  to 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  ($500) 
to  the  Little  Sisters  of  the  Poor  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee, 
Wis.  (10)  That  at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  aforesaid  warranty  deed  by  Bridget  Duffy  to  Margaret 
Robinson,  and  in  part  consideration  for  the  same,  the  said 
Margaret  Robinson  paid  to  the  said  Bridget  Duffy  the  sum 
of  one  dollar  ($1).  (11)  That  at  the  time  that  Bridget 
Duffy  executed  and  delivered  the  aforesaid  warranty  deed 
she  was  of  soimd  and  disposing  mind  and  memory  and  men- 
tally competent  to  comprehend  the  nature  and  effect  of  such 
transaction.  (12)  That  at  the  times  that  Bridget  Duffy  as- 
signed and  transferred  the  said  certificates  of  deposit  she  was 
of  sound  and  disposing  mind  and  memory,  and  mentally  com- 
petent to  comprehend  the  nature  and  effect  of  such  transac- 
tions and  of  each  of  them.  (13)  That  the  execution  and  de- 
livery of  the  said  warranty  deed  was  not  procured  by  fraud, 
duress,  or  undue  influence.  (14)  That  the  assignment  and 
transfer  of  said  certificates  of  deposit  were  not  procured  bv 
fraud,  duress,  or  undue  influence." 
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The  court  made  conclusions  of  law  in  accordance  with  the 
findings,  and  judgment  was  entered  upon  the  findings  dis- 
missing the  complaint  upon  the  merits,  and  ordering  defend- 
ant to  pay  to  plaintiffs  their  respective  simis  provided  for  in 
the  written  agreement  executed  and  delivered  by  Margaret 
Eobinson  to  Bridget  Duffy  October  7,  1903,  such  payments 
to  be  conditioned  upon  payment  by  plaintiffs  of  the  amount 
for  which  they  are  respectively  liable  for  costs  and  disburse- 
ments and  defendant's  expenses  in  connection  herewith,  and 
conditioned  further  upon  the  final  termination  of  the  action, 
by  consent  or  otherwise,  in  accordance  with  the  judgment; 
and  further  ordering  that  defendant  have  and  recover  from 
plaintiffs  the  sum  of  $146.64,  costs  and  disbursements  of  the 
action. 

From  the  judgment  entered  plaintiffs  appealed  to  this  court 
and  assigned  the  following  errors :  The  court  erred  in  finding 
that  Bridget  Duffy  assigned  and  transferred  the  certificates 
of  deposit  to  the  defendant.  The  court  erred  in  finding  that 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  warranty  deed 
Margaret  Bobinwn  executed  and  delivered  the  agreement  in 
question  to  Bridget  Duffy  and  the  same  was  received  by  her. 
The  court  erred  in  finding  that  at  the  time  Bridget  Duffy  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  the  warranty  deed  she  was  of  sound  mind 
and  competent  to  comprehend  the  nature  of  tlie  transaction. 
The  court  erred  in  finding  that  at  the  time  Bridget  Duffy 
transferred  the  certificates  of  deposit  she  was  of  sound  mind. 
The  court  erred  in  finding  that  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
the  warranty  deed  was  not  procured  by  fraud,  duress,  or  un- 
due influence.  The  court  erred  in  finding  that  the  transfer 
of  the  certificates  of  deposit  was  not  procured  by  fraud,  du- 
ress, or  undue  influence.  The  court  erred  in  adjudging  that 
the  defendant  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  respective  sums  pro- 
vided for  in  their  behalf  in  the  agreement  executed  and  de- 
livered by  Margaret  Eobinson  to  Bridget  Duffy  on  the  7th 
day  of  October,  1903,  such  payments  to  be  conditioned  upon 
the  pa;)Tnent  by  plaintiffs  of  the  amount  for  which  they  are 
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respectively  liable  for  costs  and  disbursements  and  the  defend- 
ant's expenses  in  connection  herewith,  and  conditioned  fur- 
ther upon  the  final  termination  of  the  action  by  consent  or 
otherwise  in  accordance  with  the  judgment.  The  court  erred 
in  the  admission  of  evidence.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  ta 
find  facts  requested  by  the  plaintiffs. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Ryan,  Merton  & 
Newbury,  attorneys,  and  McOabe  &  Dahlman,  of  counsel, 
and  oral  ^argument  by  T,  E.  Ryan  and  C.  A.  McCahe.  They 
contended,  inter  alia,  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  de- 
fendant to  show  that  the  transaction  was  untainted  with 
fraud,  duress,  or  undue  influence.  Doyle  v.  Welch,  100  Wis. 
24;  Davis  v.  Dean,  66  Wis.  100;  lienrizi  v.  Kehr,  90  Wis. 
344,  348 ;  Loenneckers  Will,  112  Wis.  461,  467.  The  attor- 
ney and  the  physicians  who  were  subscribing  witnesses  might 
testify  as  such  to  the  formal  execution  of  the  instruments,  but 
should  not  have  been  permitted  to  make  disclosures  as  to  other 
matters.  Herman  v.  Schlesinger,  114  Wis.  382;  In  re  Will 
of  Hunt,  122  Wis.  460. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  McElroy,  Esch- 
weiler  &  Wetzler,  and  oral  argument  by  F,  C.  Eschweiler. 
As  to  the  testimony  of  the  attorney  and  the  physicians  they 
cited  McMaster  v.  Scriven,  85  Wis.  162 ;  Koeber  v.  Somers, 
108  Wis.  497,  507 ;  Herman  v.  Schlesinger,  114  Wis.  382, 
389,  390;  Tichy  v.  Simicek  (Neb.)  95  N.  W.  629',Brotm  v. 
Brown  (Neb.)  108  K  W.  180,  181,  182.  As  to  the  validity 
of  the  transaction:  Winn  v.  Itzel,  125  Wis.  19;  Vance  v.  Dor 
vis,  118  Wis.  548 ;  Citizens'  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Holmes,  116  Wis. 
220;  Hermann  v.  Zachow,  126  Wis.  441;  Schneider  v.  Vos- 
burgh,  143  Mich.  476,  106  N.  W.  1129 ;  Drinhwine  v.  Oru- 
elle,  120  Wis.  628;  Haynes  v.  Harrim^n,  117  Wis.  132; 
Loennecher's  Will,  112  Wis.  461 ;  Linde  v.  Ovdden,  109  Wis^ 
326;  Deck  v.  Deck,  106  Wis.  470;  Fox  v.  Martin,  104  Wis. 
581 ;  Jones  v.  Bice,  99  Wis.  429 ;  McMaster  v,  Scriven,  85 
Wis.  162;  In  re  Nelson's  Estate  (Neb.)  106  N.  W.  326^ 
Meyer  v.  Arends,  126  Wis.  603,  106  N.  W.  675. 
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Keewih^,  J.  The  execution  of  the  deed  and  the  transfer 
of  the  certificates  of  deposit  by  deceased,  Bridget  Duffy,  are 
attacked  by  plaintiffs  on  the  ground  of  want  of  consideration, 
undue  influence,  and  incompetency.  The  court  below  found 
against  the  contention  of  appellants  on  these  questions  of  fact, 
and  upon  well-established  principles  such  findings  must  be 
sustained,  unless  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is 
against  them.  Chase  v.  Einhley,  126  Wis.  75,  105  N.  W. 
230;  First  Nat.  Batik  v.  Buetow,  123  Wis.  285,  101  N.  W. 
927 ;  Tate  v.  Jerman,  123  Wis.  368,  101  N.  W.  679 ;  Hvich- 
ins  V.  BaiUch,  123  Wis.  394,  101  N.  W.  671. 

1.  Respecting  want  of  consideration  or  failure  on  the  part 
of  Margaret  Robinson  to  carry  out  her  agreement  made  con- 
temporaneously with  the  deed,  providing  for  the  support,  care, 
and  maintenance  of  the  deceased,  Bridget  Duffy,  during  her 
life,  and  at  her  death  the  payment  of  certain  amounts  speci- 
fied to  the  beneficiaries,  there  can  be  no  question  upon  this  ap- 
peal, so  we  shall  confine  our  discussion  here  to  the  question  of 
'  incompetency  and  undue  influence. 

The  dece&sed,  Bridget  Duffy,  and  defendant's  father,  Mi- 
chael Duffy,  intermarried  over  forty  years  before  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed.  The  defendant  is  the  only  surviving  child 
of  litichael  and  Bridget  Duffy.  Plaintiff  Mary  Boyle  is  a 
married  woman  apparently  in  good  circimistances,  and  plaint- 
iff James  Whalen  testified  that  he  went  out  of  the  laundry 
business  in  1898,  since  which  time  he  has  lived  on  his  prin- 
cipal, and  has  no  family  dependent  upon  him  for  support; 
that  he  lived  in  the  family  of  Michael  Duffy  only  six  or  eight 
months.  The  defendant,  Margaret  Robinson,  is  the  mother 
of  five  children.  Her  husband  became  paralyzed  in  1878  and 
«ince  has  been  unable  to  work  or  aid  in  the  support  of  the 
family,  during  which  time  defendant  has  supported  herself 
and  family,  with  the  exception  of  some  aid  received  from  her 
son  and  daughters.  There  is  testimony  tending  to  show  that 
it  was  the  desire  of  the  defendant's  father  that  defendant 
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should  have  the  property  in  question ;  that  the  deed  was  pre- 
pared after  Bridget  Duffy  had  fully  considered  the  matter 
and  had  been  advised  in  respect  thereto, — so  it  appears  that 
the  transaction  was  not  carried  out  hastily  or  without  due  con- 
sideration on  the  part  of  Bridget  Duffy. 

Testimony  was  offered  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  respect- 
ing the  peculiar  actions  of  Bridget  Duffy  for  some  time  prior 
to  the  execution  of  the  deed,  to  the  effect  that  deceased  was 
failing  rapidly  and  was  weak  in  mind  for  some  time  before 
lier  death ;  also  testimony  in  a  general  way  that  she  was  not 
fit  to  do  business  from  May,  1902 ;  that  she  would  at  times  do 
peculiar  things,  and  appeared  to  exhibit  symptoms  of  forget- 
fulness,  and  at  times  when  on  the  street  would  lose  her  way 
when  within  a  block  of  her  home,  and  that  she  would  make 
large  purchases,  far  beyond  what  was  necessary;  also  testi- 
mony by  servants  that  she  appeared  strangely,  would  go  about 
the  house  from  top  to  bottom  as  though  looking  for  something ; 
that  she  would  go  to  bed  at  9  or  10  o'clock  in  the  forenoon 
and  ask  if  it  were  not  night,  and  would  go  to  bed  three  or  four 
times  a  day  and  get  up  again;  that  defendant  at  times  said 
she  did  not  know  what  she  was  going  to  do  with  deceased,  and 
that  a  guardian  ought  to  be  appointed  over  her ;  that  deceased 
ivould  at  times  offer  to  pay  for  things  purchased  a  second 
time,  and  did  not  seem  to  know  clerks  at  the  store  with  whom 
she  had  previously  traded ;  and  that  she  would  get  up  at  all 
Tiours  of  the  night  and  very  early  in  the  morning;  did  not 
know  persons  with  whom  she  had  been  well  acquainted. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  there  is  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  up  to  about  the  time  of  her  death  deceased  was  of 
flound  mind  and  competent  to  do  business;  that  she  did  the 
purchasing  for  the  house ;  although  weak  physically  did  not 
seem  weak  mentally;  talked  about  selling  her  property;  was 
perfectly  rational,  active,  and  smart  until  shortly  before  her 
death ;  was  a  very  clear-headed,  sensible,  astute,  keen  woman 
three  weeks  before  her  death,  unlettered,  but  clear-headed; 
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was  mentally,  though  not  physically,  strong  three  weeks  be- 
fore death;  talked  about  things  that  happened  many  years  be- 
fore ;  was  secretive  about  her  affairs  and  kept  her  own  coun- 
sel, and  was  competent  to  transact  business  at  the  time  the 
deed  was  made;  that  she  lived  nine  months  after  execution  of 
the  deed.  Some  of  the  witnesses  who  testified  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  had  known  deceased  for  many  J-ears  and  were 
intimately  acquainted  with  her.  Mr.  Kershaw,  who  wit- 
nessed the  deed,  testified  that  he  had  known  deceased  for 
many  years,  and  that  he  drew  the  deed  in  question  at  Mrs. 
Duffy's  direction  and  took  her  acknowledgment,  and  that  she 
was  mentally  competent  when  the  deed  was  executed.  Dr. 
Burgess,  a  physician  in  Milwaukee,  whom  deceased  consulted 
concerning  the  transfer  of  her  property,  testified  that  the  day 
preceding  the  execution  of  the  deed,  when  he  had  a  conversa- 
tion with  her  about  her  property,  and  during  the  time  he  was 
there,  up  to  the  time  Mrs.  Robinson  began  to  speak  about  her 
mother's  physical  condition,  deceased  was  mentally  compe- 
tent to  transact  business ;  that  he  had  a  high  appreciation  of 
her  intelligence.  Jeremiah  Quin,  a  prominent  and  respected 
resident  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  who  had  known  Bridget 
Duffy  for  over  thirty  years,  testified  that  he  conversed  with 
deceased  about  three  wee\s  before  she  died;  that  she  was  a 
very  dear-headed,  sensible,  astute,  keen  woman,  unlettered, 
but  very  clear-headed,  and  that  she  was  in  mind  mentally 
sound  and  competent,  unquestionably ;  considered  her  of  very 
sane  mind,  clear  in  her  faculties  and  aU  right  in  every  way ; 
nothing  in  her  actions,  behavior,  or  conversation  at  any  time 
prior  to  her  death  indicating  that  her  mind  was  losing  its 
power  or  that  she  was  incompetent ;  she  was  certainly,  to  his 
mind,  as  vigorous  three  weeks  before  she  died  as  she  had  been 
a  year  before ;  there  was  no  substantial  difference  in  her  ap- 
pearance or  manner  mentally,  or  the  way  she  talked,  three 
weeks  before  her  death  and  conversations  had  for  years  past. 
We  have  not  attempted  to  review  all  the  evidence,  nor  shall 
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we  do  80.  We  have  given  merely  a  general  idea  of  the  evi- 
dence offered  on  both  sides  respecting  the  competency  of 
Bridget  Duffy. 

On  the  question  of  undue  influence  there  is  but  little  evi- 
dence. Counsel  for  appellants  relies  mainly  upon  inferences 
drawn  from  the  relation  of  the  parties,  the  fact  that  defend- 
ant installed  herself  in  the  home  of  Mrs.  Duffy,  and  shortly 
thereafter  obtained  the  deed,  together  with  the  alleged  claim 
that  the  transfer  by  Mrs.  Duffy  was  improvident  and  made 
no  ample  provision  for  protection.  There  is  evidence  that 
Mrs.  Duffy  was  a  self-willed  woman,  and  when  her  mind  was 
made  up  she  could  not  be  turned ;  that  she  stated  that  she  was 
going  to  give  the  property  to  defendant,  because  she  was  poor 
and  needed.it  and  because  her  father  w^anted  her  to  have  it. 
She  made  the  deed  and  took  the  agreement  after  consultation 
not  only  with  her  lawyer,  but  with  one  of  her  neighbors  in 
whom  she  had  confidence.  Obviously  she  entered  into  the 
transaction  with  care  and  deliberation.  Some  point  is  made 
by  appellants  upon  the  fact  that  defendant  kept  the  transfer 
to  her  a  secret  and  did  not  inform  relatives  of  it,  and  also  gave 
instructions  when  the  deed  was  recorded  to  prevent  publica- 
tion of  the  recording  thereof  in  the  Milwaukee  papers.  But 
defendant  testified  that  this  was  the  wish  of  her  mother.  It 
also  appears  that  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
deed  defendant  remonstrated  and  said :  "I  don't  want  mother 
to  do  this.  It  will  make  trouble  with  my  sister."  And  Mrs. 
Duffy  said  she  had  been  thinking  about  it  a  long  time  and  that 
was  what  she  wanted  to  do,  and  that  there  would  be  no  trou- 
ble if  defendant  would  keep  her  mouth  shut.  So  it  is  very 
evident  that  Mrs.  Duffy  desired  the  matter  kept  quiet.  Hence 
the  instructions  that  the  recording  of  the  deed  be  not  pub- 
lished. There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  defendant.  In  Winn  v. 
Itzel,  125  Wis.  19,  32,  103  K  W.  225,  referring  to  Vavi^  v. 
Dean,  66  Wis.  100,  26  N.  W.  737,  cited  by  counsel  for  ap- 
VoL.  129  —  37 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


578  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Nov. 

Boyle  V.  Robinson,  129  Wis.  567. 

pellants,  this  court,  speaking  through  Mr.  Justice  Winslow, 
said: 

"After  as  well  as  before  that  decision  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
court  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  to  decide  whether  a 
prima  facie  showing  of  fraud  had  been  made,  if  the  question 
was  raised  by  proper  motion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
After  as  well  as  before  that  decision,  in  case  the  trial  court 
held  that  a  prima  facie  showing  of  fraud  had  been  made,  the 
defendant  could  either  stand  upon  the  plaintiff's  proofs  and 
challenge  their  sufficiency  in  this  court,  or  he  could  introduce 
his  own  proofs  tending  to  rebut  the  plaintiff's  case  and  estab- 
lish his  innocence.  In  this  sense,  and  in  this  sense  only,  the 
burden  of  proof  shifts.  When  the  plaintiff  makes  a  prima 
facie  case,  entitling  him  to  relief  if  the  proof  stops  there,  the 
defendant  must  take  up  the  burden  and  meet  the  case  so  made 
by  other  evidence.  This  is  the  case  in  all  contests  of  fact. 
It  is  not  peculiar  to  fraud  cases.  The  rule  of  Davis  v.  Dean 
did  not  change  the  long-established  rule,  nor  did  it  tend  to  do 
so.  It  simply  announced  what  facts  would  be  considered  as 
prima  facie  proof  of  fraud,  requiring  explanation  by  the  de- 
fendant." 

2.  Respecting  the  certificates  of  deposit,  it  is  clear  that 
they  were  freely  and  voluntarily  turned  over  to  defendant  by 
Bridget  Duffy,  and  that  defendant  drew  the  money  and  de- 
posited it  in  her  own  name,  and  afterwards  drew  it  at  various 
times  from  October  13, 1903,  to  August  10,  1904^,  in  amounts 
varying  from  $100  to  $1,200,  and  $1,000  of  it  was  drawTi 
after  Mrs.  Duffy's  death.  It  also  appears  that  defendant  ap- 
plied part  of  the  money  so  drawn  with  the  consent  and  for 
the  use  of  Mrs.  Duffy,  and  there  is  evidence  to  the  effect  that 
part  of  the  money  was  applied  by  defendant  in  payment  of 
Mrs.  Duffy's  debts.  But  just  how  much  was  so  applied  does 
not  definitely  appear.  We  do  not  think  the  evidence  shows 
that  defendant  became  the  owner  of  these  certificates.  We 
are  in  doubt  whether  the  court  below  intended  to  so  find,  or 
whether  the  judgment  is  capable  of  such  construction.  The 
judgment  decrees  that  the  certificates  were  transferred  to  de- 
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fondant,  but  whether  in  her  own  right,  or  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  Bridget  Duffy,  does  not  clearly  appear.  The  judg- 
ment should  therefore  be  so  modified  as  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  defendant's  title  to  this  money,  or  the  portion  remaining 
at  the  time  of  Mrs.  Duffy's  death,  is  not  passed  upon  in  this 
action. 

3.  Complaint  is  also  made  by  appellants  because  the  judg- 
ment makes  the  payments  specified  in  the  agreement  of  Octo- 
ber 7,  1903,  referred  to  in  the  statement  of  facts,  conditioned 
upon  the  payment  of  costs  and  disbursements  by  the  plaint- 
iffs "and  the  defendant's  expenses  in  connection  herewith, 
and  conditioned  further  upon  the  final  termination  of  the  ac- 
tion by  consent  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with  this  judg- 
ment." We  think  the  judgment  should  be  further  modified 
by  striking  out  the  above-quoted  portion,  but  we  see  no  ob- 
jection to  the  part  which  makes  the  payment  of  the  amounts 
specified  in  said  agreement  conditioned  upon  payment  of  the 
costs  and  disbursements  of  this  action. 

4.  Error  is  assigned  upon  the  admission  of  evidence  of  Mr. 
Kershaw,  an  attorney  who  drew  the  deed  and  agreement  in 
question.  He  was  requested  by  Mrs.  Duffy  to  sign  the  papers 
as  a  witness  and  did  so.  Upon  the  trial  he  was  interrogated 
respecting  the  mental  competency  of  Mrs.  Duffy  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  papers,  and  the  testimony  was  objected 
to  and  the  objection  overruled.  The  admission  of  his  evi- 
dence was  proper.  McMaster  v.  Scriven,  85  Wis.  162,  55 
N.  W.  149 ;  In  re  Will  of  Coleinan,  111  N.  Y.  220,  19  X.  E. 
71.  Dr.  Burgess,  a  prominent  physician  of  Milwaukee,  was 
also  called  and  examined  as  a  witness  respecting  the  mental 
competency  of  Mrs.  Duffy,  and  objection  was  made  to  his  evi- 
dence on  the  ground  of  privilege.  It  does  not  appear,  how- 
ever, from  the  evidence  that  the  answers  to  the  questions 
asked  Dr.  Burgess  involved  disclosure  of  any  communications 
received  by  him  while  attending  her  as  a  physician.  Besides, 
it  appears  he  signed  the  deed  as  a  witness.     His  evidence  was 
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therefore  competent.  There  may  be  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
testimony  of  Dr.  Kelly  was  properly  admitted,  but  it  is  wholly 
immaterial  in  this  case  whether  competent  or  not,  since  there 
is  abundance  of  evidence  to  support  the  jBndings  without  it^ 
and  therefore,  upon  well-established  principles,  its  admission, 
^ven  if  improper,  cannot  affect  the  judgment.  Winn  v.  Itzel, 
125  Wis.  19,  103  N.  W.  220;  Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121 
Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909;  Hill  v.  Am.  S.  Co.  112  Wis.  627, 
88  N.  W.  642;  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  111  Wis.  75,  86  N.  W. 
562. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  modi- 
fied by  adjudging  that  the  certificates  of  deposit  were  trans- 
ferred, but  defendant's  title  to  the  money  thereby  represented 
is  not  passed  upon ;  and  further  modified  by  striking  out  the 
last  part  of  the  nineteenth  paragraph,  which  reads,  "and  the 
defendant's  expenses  in  connection  herewith,  and  conditioned, 
further,  upon  the  final  termination  of  the  action,  by  consent 
or  otherwise,  in  accordance  with  this  judgment;"  and  as  so 
modified  is  afiirmed.  No  costs  will  be  allowed  either  party 
in  this  court,  except  that  respondent  pay  the  clerk's  fees. 


Marling,  Respondent,  vs.  Maynard  and  another,  imp.,  Ap- 
pellants. 

Octoher  IS— November  7, 1906. 

Mortgages:  Judgment  for  deficiency  when  foreclosure  denied. 

Where  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  it  is  adjudged  that 
there  can  be  no  foreclosure,  the  personal  judgment  for  deficiency 
authorized  by  sec.  3156,  Stats.  1898,  and  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint cannot  be  rendered. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  and  an  order  of  the  circuit  court 
for  Milwaukee  county :  Lawrence  W.  Halsey,  Circuit  Judge. 
Reversed. 
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This  action  was  commenced  May  8,  1903,  to  foreclose  a 
note  and  mortgage  executed  by  the  Milwaukee  Realty  Com- 
pany Ifovember  3,  1897,  to  the  order  of  Henry  Herman  for 
$1,800,  payable  three  years  from  the  date  thereof,  which 
mortgage  was  on  the  land  therein  described  and  was  recorded 
November  6,  1897,  in  vol.  398  of  Mortgages  on  page  183. 
The  amended  complaint  alleges  in  effect  the  facts  stated ;  also 
that  November  3,  1897,  the  defendants  Maynard  and  Agnew 
for  a  valuable  consideration  guaranteed  in  writing  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note  and  waived  demand,  notice,  and  protest  of 
the  same;  that  December  10,  1897,  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, Herman  duly  assigned  said  note  and  mortgage  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  such  assignment  was  recorded  April  17, 
1903 ;  that  the  realty  company  failed  to  pay  the  amount  due 
November  3,  1900 ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the 
note  and  mortgage,  and  that  there  was  due  thereon  $1,800 
with  interest  thereon  from  November  3,  1902,  at  eight  per 
cent,  per  annum;  that  July  6,  1902,  the  defendant  Emma 
Nommensen  agreed  to  purchase  the  mortgaged  premises  from 
the  realty  company,  and  received  a  warranty  deed  from  that 
company  of  said  premises  September  12,  1902,  and  the  same 
was  recorded  July  6,  1903;  that  the  Henry  Herman  Com- 
pany and  Emma  Nommensen  had  or  claimed  to  have  some  in- 
terest in  or  lien  upon  the  mortgaged  premises  or  some  part 
thereof,  which  interest  or  lien,  if  any,  had  accrued  subse- 
quently to  the  lien  of  said  mortgage ;  that  no  proceedings  had 
been  had  at  law  or  otherwise  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  se- 
cured by  said  note  and  mortgage  or  any  part  thereof,  and  that 
no  part  thereof  had  been  paid  or  collected  Except  a  portion  of 
the  interest  as  stated ;  that  the  premises  were  inadequate  se- 
curity. The  complaint  then  demands  judgment  for  $1,800 
with  interest  from  November  3,  1902,  at  the  rate  of  eight  per 
cent,  per  annum,  and  that  unless  the  same  should  be  paid 
within  a  year  from  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  the  prem- 
ises be  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  purchasers;  that  if  the 
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moneys  arising  from  the  sale  should  be  insufficient  to  satisfy 
the  judgment,  then,  upon  the  filing  and  confirmation  of  the 
sheriff's  report  of  the  sale,  specifying  the  amount  of  such 
deficiency,  judgment  be  rendered  against  the  defendants,  the 
Milwaukee  Realty  Company  and  Maynard  and  Agneiv,  who 
were  personally  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  debt, secured  by 
the  mortgage,  for  the  amount  of  such  deficiency  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  date  of  the  sheriff's  report  of  such  sale,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  have  execution  therefor. 

The  Milwaukee  Realty  Company  and  Maynard  and  Agn^w 
answered  and  therein  admitted  that  the  mortgage  was  collat- 
eral security  for  the  payment  of  the  note,  and  that  the  same 
was  recorded  as  alleged,  and  that  Maynard  and  Agnew  in 
writing  guaranteed  the  payment  of  said  note ;  and  alleged  that 
September  9,  1902,  the  note  and  mortgage  were  fully  paid 
and  discharged,  and  that  the  land  was  at  the  same  time  con- 
veyed to  Emma  Nommensen,  who  thereupon  took  possession 
of  the  premises ;  and  prayed  that  she  be  made  a  party  defend- 
ant. The  defendant  Emma  Nommensen  was  thereupon  made 
a  party  defendant,  and  made  answer  and  counterclaim  and 
claimed  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  of  said  mort- 
gaged premises  free  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances.  The 
plaintiff  replied  to  such  counterclaim. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial  of  such  issues  the  court  found  in 
effect  that  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  were  true ;  that 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  note  and 
mortgage  Maynard  and  Agnew  for  value  received  guaranteed 
in  writing  the  payment  of  the  note  and  waived  demand,  no- 
tice, and  protest ;  that  the  note,  and  mortgage  were  assigned 
by  Herman  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  assignment  thereof  re- 
corded as  alleged  without  any  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  any 
fact  impairing  the  validity  or  value  thereof ;  that  neither  the 
principal  nor  interest  had  been  paid  except  as  stated;  that 
July  5,  1902,  the  Milwaukee  Realty  Company  contracted  to 
sell  the  premises  to  Nommensen  for  $2,050,  which  contract  of 
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sale  recited  that  there  was  on  the  premises  a  mortgage  of 
$1,800  which  the  purchaser  or  her  assigns  agreed  to  assume 
as  part  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  premises,  and  that  Nom- 
mensen  immediately  entered  into  possession  under  the  con- 
tract and  has  continued  in  such  possession  ever  since;  that 
September  12,  1902,  the  defendants  or  some  of  them  through 
Agnew  paid  to  Herman  the  $1,800  remaining  unpaid,  and 
received  from  him  a  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  and  a  war- 
ranty deed  of  the  premises  executed  by  the  realty  company; 
that  at  the  time  of  such  payment  Agnew  demanded  the  note 
and  mortgage  and  was  informed  by  Herman  that  he  had  not 
either  of  them  in  his  possession  at  that  time,  but  he  agreed  to 
procure  and  deliver  them  at  some  future  time ;  that  the  satis- 
faction so  received  from  Herman  was  duly  recorded  May  8, 
1903,  and  the  deed  from  the  realty  company  to  Xommensen 
was  duly  recorded  July  6,  1903 ;  that  the  plaintiff  at  no  time 
prior  to  the  beginning  of  this  action  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  negotiation  for  or  purchase  of  said  property  by  Nonmien- 
sen,  nor  of  the  payment  of  said  money,  nor  of  the  execution 
or  delivery  of  said  satisfaction,  and  Nommensen  had  no  in- 
formation that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  said  note  and 
mortgage ;  that  at  the  time  of  such  payment  to  Herman  he  did 
not  have  the  note  or  mortgage  in  his  possession  nor  under  his 
control,  nor  at  any  time  since  December  10,  1897,  when  they 
were  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  Herman  had  no  au- 
thority to  receive  payment  therefor;  that  the  allegations  of 
payment  of  the  note  and  mortgage  were  untrue. 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found  in  effect  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint, 
and  that  the  notice  of  lis  pendens  was  filed  May  14,  1903. 
On  July  25,  1905,  it  was  ordered  in  effect  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  usual  judgment  of  foreclosure  and  sale, 
and  that,  in  case  of  deficiency  arising  after  applying  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale,  the  usual  judgment  against  the  Milwaukee 
Realty  Company  as  maker  and  Maynard  and  Ar/neio  as  ^lar- 
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antors  be  entered  according  to  law  and  the  rules  and  practice 
of  the  court     Thereupon  judgment  was  entered  accordingly. 

On  November  23,  1905,  the  defendant  Nommensen  ap- 
pealed to  this  court  from  the  judgment  so  rendered  and  en- 
tered directing  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  satisfy 
the  sum  of  $2,427.38,  and  from  the  whole  of  said  judgment. 
Upon  that  appeal  this  court  held  in  effect  that  the  debt  se- 
cured by  the  note  and  mortgage  was  not  paid ;  that  the  plaint- 
iff was  not  protected  by  the  recording  acts  (sec.  2241.  Stats. 
1898),  and  that  the  withholding  of  the  assignment  of  Decem- 
ber 10,  1897,  from  Herman  to  the  plaintiff  from  record  until 
after  Nommensen  had  purchased  the  premises  and  gone  into 
possession,  and  paid  the  mortgagee  for  the  same  and  received 
from  him  a  release  of  the  mortgage  and  a  warranty  deed  from 
the  realty  company,  was  a  persistent  declaration  to  all  per- 
sons dealing  merely  with  the  title  that  the  mortgagee  owned 
the  mortgage  and  "that  plaintiff  was  estopped,  as  against  de- 
fendant, to  deny  the  mortgagee's  continued  ownership  and 
authority  to  discharge  the  mortgage,  and  that  therefore  de- 
fendant held  the  land  discharged  from  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gage." Marling  v.  Nommensen,  127  Wis.  363,  365,  106 
N.  W.  844.  The  mandate  of  this  court  was  ^'judgment  re- 
versed, and  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  enter  judg- 
ment in  accordance  with  the  prayers  of  appellant's  counter- 
claim, as  to  her,  and  for  further  proceedings  according  to 
law."  127  Wis.  363,  371,  106  N.  W.  846.  The  prayers  of 
appellant's  counterclaim  therein  mentioned  read:  (1)  that 
the  plaintiff's  complaint  be  dismissed;  (2)  that  the  claim  of 
this  defendant  be  established  against  any  claim  of  the  plaint- 
iff in  and  to  said  premises;  (3)  that  the  plaintiff  be  forever 
barred  against  having  or  claiming  any  right  or  title  to  the 
land  above  described  adverse  to  this  defendant;  (4)  for  the 
costs  and  disbursements  of  this  defendant. 

The  remittitur  having  been  filed  in  the  trial  court,  such 
proceedings  were  had  thereon  that  on  May  29,  1906,  the 
court  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  judgment  of  July  25, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


7]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  685 

Marling  v.  Maynard,  129  Wis.  680. 

1905,  be  and  the  same  was  thereby  reversed,  and  the  com- 
plaint dismissed  as  to  Emma  Nommensen ;  that  her  claim  as 
against  the  plaintiff  in  and  to  the  premises  be  established; 
that  the  plaintiff  be  forever  barred  against  having  or  claim- 
ing any  right  or  title  to  the  premises  adverse  to  Emma  Nom- 
mensen;  and  that  Nommensen  have  and  recover  from  the 
plaintiff  her  costs.  And  said  judgment  contained  this  fur- 
ther provision : 

"It  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged  that  there  is  now  due 
to  the  said  plaintiff  Celia  Marling  from  the  said  defendants 
Milwaukee  Realty  Company,  Charles  A.  Maynard^  and  An- 
drew D.  Agnew  the  sum  of  $2,314.40,  principal  and  interest 
on  the  said  note,  and  the  sum  of  $64.79  for  costs  and  disburse- 
ments, and  that  the  said  plaintiff  Celia  Marling  shall  have 
and  recover  said  amounts  from  the  said  defendants  Milwau- 
kee Realty  Company,  Charles  A.  Maynard,  and  Andrew  D. 
Agnew,  and  from  each  of  them." 

On  the  several  orders  to  show  cause  why  said  last-named 
judgment  should  not  be  set  aside  having  been  heard,  the 
trial  court  on  June  28,  1906,  ordered  that  the  said  several 
motions  of  the  defendants,  the  Milwaukee  Realty  Company 
and  Maynard  and  Agnetv,  to  vacate  said  judgment,  etc., 
which  were  combined  and  heard  as  one  motion,  be  and  the 
same  were  thereby  denied  with  $10  costs  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  against  the  said  defendants.  On  July  11,  1906, 
the  defendants  Maynard  and  Agnew  appealed  to  this  court 
from  that  part  of  the  judgment  entered  May  29,  1906,  where- 
in it  is  adjudged  that  there  is  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  de- 
fendants Maynard  and  Agnew  and  the  Milwaukee  Realty 
Company  $2,314.40  on  the  note  and  $64.79  costs  and  dis- 
bursements, and  that  the  plaintiff  shall  have  and  recover  said 
amounts  from  the  three  defendants  last  named,  and  from 
each  of  them;  and  the  said  Maynard  and  Agnew  included  in 
their  said  appeal  the  order  of  June  28,  1906,  which  denied 
their  motions  to  vacate  and  set  aside  said  judgment,  and  that 
appeal  is  from  the  whole  and  every  part  of  said  order  and 
from  that  part  of  said  judgment  which  is  against  them. 
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For  the  appellant  Maynard  there  was  a  brief  by  W.  E.  & 
F,  P.  Burke,  and  oral  argument  by  W.  E.  Burke. 

C.  T,  Wilcox,  for  the  appellant  Agnew,  contended,  inter 
alia,  that  a  foreclosure  action,  though  in  equity,  is  regulated 
wholly  by  statute  (Stats.  1898,  ch.  135),  every  provision  of 
which  is  in  mandatory  language  and  must  be  followed  with 
reasonable  strictness.  If  it  were  not  for  the  statutory  pro- 
visions the  guarantors  could  not  have  been  made  parties  de- 
fendant. A  personal  recovery  is  authorized  only  by  means 
of  a  deficiency  judgment;  and  there  can  be  no  deficiency 
judgment  without  a  foreclosure  sale.  Denial  of  foreclosure 
ends  the  action.  Sands  v.  Kaukauna  ^Y.  P.  Co,  115  Wis. 
229,  236;  Diiecker  v.  Goeres,  104  Wis.  29;  Spengler  t\ 
Hahn,  95  Wis.  472,  475 ;  Plankinton  v.  Eildehrand,  89  Wis. 
209 ;  Welp  v.  Guniher,  48  Wis.  543,  548 ;  Laycock  v.  Parker, 
103  Wis.  161,  189 ;  Bostwick  v.  Van  Vleck,  106  Wis.  387 ; 
Burdick  v.  Burdick,  20  Wis.  348;  Tormey  v.  Gerhart,  41 
Wis.  54;  Mason  v.  Beach,  55  Wis.  607;  Dudley  v.  Cong,  of 
St,  Francis,  138  N.  Y.  451;  Wrigglesworth  v.  Wriggles- 
ivorth,  45  Wis.  255. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Turner,  Hunter,. 
Pease  S  Turner,  and  oral  argument  by  L,  S.  Pease,  They 
contended,  inter  alia,  that  when  the  court  is  a  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  and  parties  have  had  full  opportunity  to 
produce  all  their  evidence  and  all  the  evidence  is  produced 
as  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  all  the  parties  submit  all  the  issues 
to  the  court,  the  court  has  complete  authority  to  settle  and 
determine  all  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Fanning  v.  Murphy, 
117  Wis.  408,  412,  414;  Palmeter  v.  Carey,  63  Wis.  426, 
480;  Halbach  v,  Trester,  102  Wis.  530,  534;  Spengler  v. 
Ilahn,  95  Wis.  472. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  The  question  presented  is  whether  the 
judgment  entered  May  2i),  1906,  to  the  effect  that  the  plaint- 
iff recover  from  Maynard  and  Agnew  and  each  of  them  the^ 
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amount  due  on  the  note  with  costs  is  justified  by  the  mandate 
of  this  court  on  the  former  appeal.  It  is  conceded  by  the 
plaintiff  that  in  pursuance  of  that  mandate  the  judgment  of 
July  25,  1905,  was  to  be  reversed,  and  that  the  complaint  for 
the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  should  be  dismissed,  and  that  Emma  Nommensen's 
claim  to  such  premises  be  established,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
be  forever  barred  from  having  or  claiming  any  right  or  title 
to  said  premises.  But  it  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  plaint- 
iff that  the  mandate  permitted  the  action  to  continue  so  far 
as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  amount  due  on  the 
note  from  those  personally  liable  for  its  payment.  There  are 
some  difficulties  in  the  way  of  such  contention.  At  common 
law  no  such  personal  liability  could  be  enforced  in  an  action 
to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  Thus,  it  was  held  in  !N'ew  York 
at  an  early  day : 

"On  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  the  mortgagee  is  con- 
fined to  his  remedy  on  the  mortgage.  The  suit  cannot  be  ex- 
tended to  the  mortgagor's  other  property,  or  against  his  per- 
son, in  case  the  property  mortgaged  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  the 
debt  for  which  it  is  pledged.  The  mortgagee's  further  rem- 
edy is  at  law,  where  he  may  sue  at  the  same  time  on  his  bond 
or  on  the  covenant  to  pay  the  money,  and  after  a  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgage  in  equity  he  may  sue  on  his  bond,  at  law,  for 
the  deficiency."  DunJcley  v.  Van  Burcn,  3  Johns.  Ch.  330 ; 
Burroughs  v.  Tostevan,  75  X.  Y.  567,  572;  Frank  v.  Davis, 
135  KY.  275,  277,  278,  31  X.  E.  1100. 

It  is  only  in  so  far  as  such  rules  have  been  changed  by  stat- 
ute that  personal  liability  can  be  enforced  in  such  foreclosure 
action.  For  several  years  prior  to  the  enactment  of  ch.  243, 
Laws  of  1862,  such  rules  of  the  common  law  were  recognized 
and  as  modified  by  statute  in  respect  to  the  joinder  of  causes 
of  action  were  enforced  in  this  state.  Walton  v.  Goodnow, 
13  Wis.  661 ;  Salter  v.  Steinbauer,  14  Wis.  70 ;  Cary  v. 
Wheeler,  14  Wis.  281 ;  Jesup  v.  City  Bank,  14  Wis.  331 ; 
Faesi  V.  Ooctz,  15  Wis.  231 ;  Conn.  Mut,  L,  Ins,  Co,  v.  Cross, 
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18  Wis.  109.  This  last  case  indicated  the  change  in  such 
rules  by  the  statute  cited.  Such  statute  was  modified  from 
time  to  time,  but  for  nearly  thirty  years  it  has  been  the  same 
as  found  in  sec.  3156,  R.  S.  1878  and  Stats.  1898.  By  vir- 
tue of  that  statute  the  complaint  in  this  action  contained  "a 
demand  for  judgment  for  any  deficiency  which  may  remain 
due  to  the  plaintiff  after  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
against"  the  Milwaukee  Realty  Company  and  Maynard  and 
Agnew,  who  were  "personally  liable  for  the  debt  secured  by 
the  mortgage,  .  .  .  upon  the  same  contract  which  the  mort- 
gage" was  "given  to  secure."  That  was  the  only  complaint 
authorizing  such  judgment  for  deficiency,  and  that  complaint 
was  dismissed  pursuant  to  the  mandate  of  this  court.  The 
same  section  of  the  statutes  authorized  the  rendition  of 
"judgment  of  foreclosure  and  sale,  and  also  for  any  such  de- 
ficiency remaining  after  applying  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  the 
amoimt  adjudged  to  be  due  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs," 
and  provided  that  "such  judgment  for  deficiency  ...  be  or- 
dered in  the  original  judgment  and  separately  rendered 
against  the  party  liable  on  and  after  the  coming  in  and  con- 
firmation of  the  report  of  sale,  and  be  docketed  and  enforced 
as  in  other  cases."  Pursuant  to  such  statute  the  judgment 
of  July  25,  1905,  was  entered,  and  it  provided  that,  in  case 
of  deficiency  arising  after  applying  the  proceeds  of  sale,  the 
usual  judgment  for  such  deficiency  could  be  entered  against 
the  persons  so  personally  liable.  No  appeal  has  ever  been 
taken  from  that  part  of  the  judgment.  No  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  has  ever  been  made,  much  less  confirmed. 
And  so  no  proceeds  of  sale  have  ever  been  so  applied  and  no 
deficiency  on  such  sale  has  ever  been  determined,  much  less 
adjudged.  Such  statute  gave  no  authority  for  the  rendition 
of  the  personal  judgment  against  Maynard  and  Agnew  en- 
tered May  29,  1906.  Such  personal  judgment  seems  to  have 
been  rendered  independent  of  the  mandate  and  regardless  of 
the  statute.     Id.;  sec.  3071,  Stats.  1898.     It  does  not  seem 
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to  be  authorized  by  any  adjudication  of  this  court.  See  Pere- 
les  V.  Leiser,  123  Wis.  233,  101  N.  W.  413 ;  Fanning  v.  Mur- 
phy, 117  Wis.  408,  94  K  W.  335 ;  Fvller  v.  Abbe,  114  Wis. 
127,  8  K  W.  825 ;  Euener  v.  Smith,  108  Wis.  549,  84  IST.  W. 
850;  Kasson  v.  Tousey,  96  Wis.  511,  71  N.  W.  894;  Witter 
V.  Neeves,  78  Wis.  547,  47  K  W.  938 ;  Danforth  v.  Cole- 
man, 23  Wis.  528.  As  indicated,  the  personal  judgment 
against  Maynard  and  Agnew  is  not  covered  by  the  mandate 
nor  authorized  by  the  statutes,  nor  justified  at  common  law, 
and  hence  is  erroneous. 

By  the  Court, — On  the  appeal  of  Maynard  and  Agnew,  so 
much  of  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  May  29,  1906, 
as  is  against  them,  and  the  order  of  that  court  refusing  to  set 
aside  such  judgment  June  28,  1906,  are  reversed,  and  the 
cause  is  remanded  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  action  as 
to  such  appellants. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  (concurring).  I  fully  agree  with  the  deci- 
sion reached  in  this  case,  but  I  desire  to  add  a  few  words  on 
account  of  what  seems  to  me  an  inaccuracy  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court.  It  is  true,  as  stated  in  the  opinion,  that  at  com- 
mon law  the  principle  was  well  established  that  the  personal 
liability  of  the  mortgagor  could  not  be  enforced  in  the  equita- 
ble action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  In  Walton  v.  Good- 
now,  13  Wis.  661,  a  foreclosure  complaint,  which  also  de- 
manded a  personal  judgment  for  deficiency,  was  demurred 
to,  and  the  demurrer  was  stricken  out  as  frivolous  by  the  trial 
court.  Upon  appeal  this  court  recognized  the  principle  above 
stated  as  existing  under  the  old  practice,  and  held  that  the 
question  whether  it  still  obtained  under  the  Eevised  Statutes 
of  1858  was  a  fair  question  for  argument,  and  hence  that  the 
demurrer  should  not  have  been  held  frivolous.  Thus  it  will 
be  seen  that  in  this  case  the  court  did  not  decide  that  the  com- 
mon-law principle  still  prevailed  in  this  state,  but  simply 
held  that  it  was  a  question  open  to  argument.     The  next  case- 
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was  tliat  of  Saner  v.  Sieinhauer,  14  Wis.  70,  which  was  a 
foreclosure  action  brought  against  the  mortgagor  alone,  and 
it  was  held  that  in  such  case  the  personal  liability  could  be 
enforced  in  the  foreclosure  action  under  the  Code  provision 
authorizing  joinder  of  actions ;  but  the  question  whether  the 
personal  claim  could  be  joined  where  there  were  other  de- 
fendants in  the  foreclosure  action  not  personally  liable,  was 
not  involved  and  not  decided.  The  latter  question  was  pre- 
sented in  the  immediately  following  case  of  Cary  v.  Wheeler, 
14  Wis.  281,  and  it  was  held  that  such  joinder  could  not  be 
had  if  the  proper  demurrer  was  taken,  but  that  otherwise  the 
objection  was  waived  and  both  causes  of  action  could  pro- 
ceed to  a  judgment  in  the  same  action.  These  principles 
were  followed  in  Jesup  v.  City  Bank,  14  Wis.  331 ;  Stilwell 
V.  Kellogg,  14  Wis.  461 ;  Faesi  v.  Goetz,  15  Wis.  231. 

After  these  decisions  came  the  enactment  of  ch.  243,  Laws 
of  1862,  which  authorized  a  judgment  for  deficiency  against 
the  defendants  personally  liable  in  all  foreclosure  actions, 
when  such  judgment  was  demanded  in  the  complaint.  Thus, 
prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,  the  law  in  this  state  was  that 
the  action  at  law  could  be  joined  with  the  foreclosure  action 
where  the  mortgagor  was  the  sole  defendant,  and  could  also 
be  joined  when  there  were  other  defendants  in  the  absence 
of  a  demurrer  on  the  ground  of  misjoinder.  The  common- 
law  principle,  on  the  contrary,  was  that  there  could  be  no 
enforcement  of  personal  liability  in  any  action  of  foreclosure. 
So  it  seems  to  me  inaccurate,  if  not  absolutely  incorrect,  to 
say  that  the  common-law  principle  was  enforced  in  this  state 
by  the  decisions  cited  even  in  a  modified  form.  See  Endress 
V.  Shove,  110  Wis.  133,  85  N.  W.  653,  where  the  effect  of 
the  decisions  on  this  subject  prior  to  the  passage  of  ch.  243 
aforesaid  is  explained. 

This  conclusion,  however,  does  not  affect  the  ultimate  ques- 
tion in  the  present  case.  The  complaint  was  a  statutory 
complaint,  under  sec.  3156,  Stats.  1898,  which  section  au- 
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thorizes  a  personal  judgment  in  a  foreclosure  action  for  any 
deficiency  remaining  after  applying  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  debt  and  costs.  It  does  not 
authorize  a  personal  judgment  for  the  debt  generally,  but  only 
for  the  deficiency  after  the  application  of  the  security.  Where 
there  is  no  security,  no  foreclosure,  and  no  sale,  there  can  be 
no  deficiency  after  sale,  and  hence  no  judgment  for  deficiency. 

Marshall,  J.     I  concur  in  the  foregoing  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  WiNSLOw. 


Dewet,  Appellant,  vs.  Fleisciiee,  imp..  Respondent. 
Dewey,  Respondent,  vs.  Fleischer,  imp..  Appellant 

October  lS-'Noveml>er  7,  1906. 

Life  insurance:  Holding  policy  in  trust:  Evidence. 

To  establish  an  oral  agreement  to  hold  In  trust,  in  whole  or  In 
part,  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  of  the  assured  a  life  Insurance 
policy  payable  to  the  alleged  trustee,  the  proof  must  be  clear  and 
convincing,  and  the  loose  and  vague  recollections  of  witnesses 
as  to  a  conversation  with  such  aUeged  trustee  are  not  sufficient. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee coimty :  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed  in  part; 
reversed  in  pari. 

This  action  was  originally  brought  by  plaintiff  against  the 
Prudential  Insurance  Company  to  recover  upon  a  policy  of 
life  insurance  issued  upon  the  life  of  plaintiff's  brother, 
Adolph  Fleischer,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  the  sole  benefi- 
ciary. The  insurance  company  answered,  admitting  liability 
on  the  policy,  offering  to  bring  the  money  into  court,  and  al- 
leging that  one  Jennie  S.  Fleischer,  widow  of  the  deceased, 
claimed  the  same.  Jennie  8.  Fleischer  made  petition  to  be 
made  a  party  defendant,  claiming  that  the  policy  was  made 
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payable  to  the  plaintiff  simply  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  loan 
of  $100,  made  by  plaintiff  to  Adolph,  and  that  plaintiff 
agreed  to  hold  the  policy  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  peti- 
tioner after  payment  of  such  loan ;  and  further  claiming  that 
plaintiff  was  financially  irresponsible,  so  that,  if  she  obtained 
possession  of  the  money,  petitioner  would  be  remediless.  The 
court  ordered  Jennie  8.  Fleischer  to  be  made  a  party  defend- 
ant, and  that  her  petition  stand  as  her  answer  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  also  made  an  order  discharging  the  insurance 
company  from  liability  upon  the  payment  of  the  amount  of 
the  policy  into  court.  The  plaintiff  replied  to  Jennie  S^ 
Fleischer's  answer,  denying  that  the  policy  was  held  in  trust, 
and  alleging  her  own  ownership  thereof.  The  action  was  tried 
by  the  court,  and  findings  were  made  to  the  effect  that  the  pol- 
icy was  issued  pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Adolph  that  the  plaintiff  should  hold  the  same  as  collat- 
eral security  for  the  repayment  of  certain  loans  previously 
made  by  the  plaintiff,  her  mother,  Sophia  Fleischer,  and  her 
husband,  George  Dewey,  to  Adolph,  amounting  wdth  interest 
and  premiums  paid  to  $1,190.94,  and  the  balance  in  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  Jennie  S.  Fleischer,  Upon  these  findings 
judgment  was  entered,  without  costs  to  either  party,  that  the 
plaintiff  be  paid  $1,190.94  out  of  the  sum  deposited  in  court 
and  the  defendant  be  paid  the  balance,  from  which  judgment 
both  parties  appeal. 

For  the  plaintiff  there  was  a  brief  by  Kronshage,  McOov- 
em,  Corrigan  &  FHtz,  and  oral  argument  by  Theodore  Kronr 
shdge,  Jr, 

For  the  defendant  there  was  a  brief  by  Scheiher  &  Orth, 
and  oral  argument  by  C,  A.  Orth. 

WiNSLOW,  J.  Both  parties  complain  of  certain  rulings 
upon  the  admission  of  evidence,  but  we  find  it  unnecessary  to 
consider  them.  They  have  no  material  bearing  upon  the  de- 
cisive question  in  the  case,  which  is  the  question  whether  the 
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evidence  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  hold 
the  policy,  or  any  part  of  it,  in  trust  for  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  in  her  brother's  life.  The 
policy  was  deliberately  made  payable  to  her,  and  she  is  en- 
titled to  recover  the  full  amount  thereof  unless  she  made  an 
agreement  to  hold  it  in  trust  for  another.  There  was  no  writ- 
ten agreement  of  trust,  but  the  attempt  was  made  to  prove  a 
parol  agreement.  Was  the  proof  sufficient  for  the  purpose, 
in  view  of  the  rule  that  such  proof  must  be  clear  and  convinc- 
ing and  cannot  consist  of  loose  or  vague  expressions?  1 
Perry,  Trusts,  §  86;  Allen  v.  Withrow,  110  U.  S.  119,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  517.  We  think  not  A  brief  review  of  the  evidence 
on  the  subject  will  be  given. 

The  plaintiff  lived  in  Milwaukee  with  her  husband,  George 
Dewey,  who  was  in  business  in  that  city.  Sophia  Fleischer,, 
the  mother  of  plaintiff  and  of  Adolph  Fleischer,  lived  with 
them.  Adolph  Fleischer  lived  with  his  wife,  Jennie,  in 
Chicago,  doing  a  small  business  which  proved  unsuccessful. 
During  the  years  1892  and  1893  Sophia  and  Sadie  [the 
plaintiff]  made  loans  to  Adolph  to  help  him  in  his  business^ 
aggregating  $500,  and  George  made  him  another  loan  of  $100 
in  1899.  These  loans  were  unpaid  in  the  fall  of  1902,  when 
the  plaintiff  went  to  Chicago  and  made  her  brother  a  visit. 
There  was  some  talk  at  this  time  about  Adolph  taking  out  a 
policy  of  insurance  on  his  life  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
plaintiff  says  that  Adolph  offered  to  take  out  a  policy  of 
$2,000  in  plaintiff's  favor  if  she  would  keep  up  the  premi- 
ums, stating  that  she  and  Gleorge  had  helped  him  financially 
many  times,  and  taken  care  of  his  mother  twenty  years,  and 
that  was  the  only  way  he  could  pay  them,  and  that  she  said 
she  would  go  home  and  ask  (Jeorge  about  it,  and  see  if  he 
would  pay  the  premiums.  The  defendant  says  that  the  talk 
was  about  Adolph  taking  out  some  insurance  to  secure  plaint- 
iff for  her  loan  of  $100,  and  that  whatever  was  left  after  that 
payment  was  to  go  to  her,  and  plaintiff  said  she  would  go* 
Vol.  129—38 
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home  and  talk  it  over,  and  if  she  could  see  any  way  to  carry 
it  she  would  do  so,  and  that  plaintiff  did  not  come  to  Chicago 
again  to  speak  about  the  policy.  The  defendant  also  says 
that  plaintiff  said  she  was  willing  to  carry  it  so  she  would  be 
protected,  and  she  would  hold  it  in  trust  for  defendant. 

Subsequently,  and  about  December  1st,  Adolph  made  his 
application  for  a  policy  payable  to  plaintiff,  and  passed  the 
examination,  and  the  policy  was  written  but  not  yet  delivered. 
These  facts  were  evidently  communicated  by  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  by  letter,  although  no  definite  proof  of  the  contents 
of  the  letter  appears;  and  on  January  5,  1903,  the  plaintiff 
sent  a  letter  to  the  defendant,  of  which  the  material  part  is  as 
follows : 

"Deab  Sistee  :  I  rec.  your  letter  this  a.  m.  and  hasten  to 
answer  same.  I  talked  it  over  with  George  and  have  finally 
persuaded  him  to  take  the  policy.  He  thinks  the  company 
is  all  right  as  far  as  that  goes  only  it  takes  the  money  every 
year  but  I  told  him  to  try  it  and  we  could  drop  it  at  any 
time — Oeorge  says  that  it  can  be  made  out  to  me  because 
Adolph  is  my  brother  but  that  the  policy  is  his — as  I  have  not 
enough  money  to  swing  it — So  it  is  all  right  being  his  money 
that  is  invested.'* 

A  few  days  later  plaintiff  wrote  defendant  the  following 
letter  (undated),  inclosing  a  check  of  $73: 

"Deae  Sisteb:  I  am  at  the  store  writing  this  and  do  not 
know  just  what  the  exact  amount  was  so  sent  check  of  $73  and 
you  can  let  me  know  what  you  have  decided  on.        Sadib. 

"I  will  send  this  special  so  as  to  get  there  in  time." 

On  January  9th  the  defendant  mailed  the  policy  to  the 
plaintiff  with  a  letter,  the  material  part  of  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

^TDeab  Sadie  :  We  received  the  check  last  night  at  7  p.  m. 
I  send  you  the  policy  for  $2,000  and  the  receipt  for  the  same 
the  balance  $2.48  to  apply  on  the  $3,000  one  the  agent  does 
not  think  he  will  have  to  be  examined  again  and  I  hope  he 
won't  three  times  before  he  could  pass." 
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The  defendant  testifies  to  the  sending  of  another  letter  by 
her  to  the  plaintiff  about  a  month  or  more  after  she  learned 
that  the  policy  was  payable  to  Mrs.  Dewey,  "it  must  have 
been  in  1903  after  the  policy  had  been  issued/*  but,  as  this 
was  after  the  contract  had  been  fully  completed,  it  can  have 
no  effect  and  will  not  be  considered.  It  further  appears 
that  when  the  second  premium  fell  due  it  was  paid  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Taking  this  testimony  under  its  most  favorable  aspect  for 
the  defendant's  contention,  we  are  unable  to  see  how  it  can 
be  held  to  establish  the  making  of  any  agreement  to  hold  the 
policy  in  trust  Admitting  it  to  be  proven  that  there  was 
talk  about  such  a  trust,  and  that  plaintiff  said  she  was  willing 
to  so  hold  it,  it  is  indisputable  by  the  defendant's  own  admis- 
sion that  no  agreement  was  then  made.  She  admits  that  the 
result  of  the  conversation  was  that  Mrs,  Dewey  made  no  defi- 
nite promise  to  do  anything,  but  said  she  would  go  home  and 
talk  it  over,  and  if  she  could  see  a  way  to  carry  it  would  take 
it  up.  So,  it  must  be  considered  established  that  the  whole 
talk,  whatever  it  was,  was  merely  tentative.  But,  even  if  this 
were  otherwise,  the  final  arrangement  was  made  in  writing 
by  the  letters  abeady  quoted  taken  in  connection  with  the 
policy,  and  this  superseded  any  oral  understanding  or  pre- 
liminary conversation.  In  this  written  contract  there  is  no 
element  of  doubt  The  plaintiff  wrote  that  her  husband 
would  carry  the  policy,  that  it  should  be  made  out  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  was  to  be,  in  fact,  his.  A  few  days  later  the 
premium  money  was  sent ;  and,  in  response  to  this,  the  writ- 
ten policy,  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  was  returned  by  the  de- 
fendant This  closed  a  contract  in  writing  absolutely  cer- 
tain in  its  terms,  and  there  is  no  room  for  varying  it  by  pre- 
vious oral  conversations. 

The  only  other  testimony  upon  the  subject  was  the  evi- 
dence of  two  witnesses  as  to  some  oral  statements  made  to 
them  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  course  of  a  conversation  occur- 
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ring  about  a  week  before  Mr.  Fleischer's  deatb.  One  of 
these  witnesses  testified  that  the  plaintiff  said  "she  was  car- 
rying a  policy  to  protect  herself  for  money  Mr.  Fleischer 
owed  her  and  to  benefit  Mrs,  Fleischer/'  The  other  witness 
testified  that  the  plaintiff  said  she  held  a  policy  on  her 
brother's  life;  that  she  had  loaned  him  $100;  that  she  had 
tried  to  help  her  brothers  and  sisters,  but  that  she  was  safely 
secured  for  what  her  brother  had  borrowed  of  her,  and  she 
expected  to  see  Jennie  through ;  that  she  had  only  loaned  her 
brother  $100,  and  that  the  balance  would  go  to  Jennie.  At 
the  best  these  are  but  the  loose  and  vague  recollections  of  wit- 
nesses as  to  an  oral  conversation  in  which  they  had  no  inter- 
est, occurring  two  years  previously.  On  their  face  they  may 
well  refer  only  to  a  benevolent  intention,  and  they  certainly 
cannot  be  held  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  law  as  to 
the  kind  of  evidence  necessary  to  establish  a  parol  trust. 

Judgment  should  have  been  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  whole  sum.  Both  parties  have  appealed  from  the  whole 
judgment.  On  the  plaintiff's  appeal  that  part  of  the  judg- 
ment awarding  her  $1,190.94  out  of  the  moneys  deposited  in 
court  must  be  affirmed ;  and  the  remainder  of  the  judgment 
reversed,  with  costs,  and  with  directions  to  enter  judgment 
awarding  the  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  money  in  court 
to  the  plaintiff,  with  costs.  The  defendant  can  take  nothing 
on  her  appeal. 

By  the  Court — It  is  so  ordered. 
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My  Laundby  Company,  Respondent,  vs.  Schmeling,  Ap- 
pellant. 

October  13-^Novemher  7,  1906. 

<l-7,  9-lS)  Contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  or  lahor:  Protection  of 
huMness:  Restraining  breach:  Pleading:  Actual  or  threatened 
injury:  Reasonableness  of  restraint:  Oood  will:  (Consideration: 
Damages  for  violation  during  litigation:  Equity:  Fraud:  Evi- 
dence. (8,  16)  Appeal:  Assignment  of  errors:  Sufficiency  of 
evidence:  Points  not  argued.  (10,  17,  22)  Harmless  errors. 
(14)  Pleading:  Counterclaim:  Waiver  of  reply.  (15,21-23)  Con- 
tempt: Costs  and  expenses,  when  recoverable:  Counsel  fees. 
(17-19)  Reference:  Vacating  order:  Resignation  of  referee: 
Hearing  several  matters  together:  Waiver  of  objection. 

1.  In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  of  an  interest  in  a  business  to  re- 

strain the  vendor  from  violating  an  agreement  not  to  engage 
in  the  same  kind  of  business  in  the  same  city,  a  complaint  al- 
leging that,  contrary  to  such  agreement,  the  vendor  has  en- 
gaged in  such  business  by  associating  himself  with  others 
therein,  and  that  the  Inevitable  result  of  such  connection,  if  It 
be  permitted  to  continue,  will  be  a  large  diminution  in  the 
value  of  the  good  will  of  the  business  purchased  by  plaintiff, 
sufficiently  alleges  that  the  restraint  prayed  for  is  necessary 
to  the  protection  of  plaintiff's  business. 

2.  When  a  person  sells  out  his  interest  In  an  established  business 

and  agrees  not  to  enter  Into  the  same  kind  of  business  or  be 
concerned  In  It  in  competition  with  that  so  sold,  by  necessary 
implication  such  agreement  is  material  to  the  protection  of 
such  business. 

2.  An  action  to  restrain  the  violation  of  such  an  agreement  may  be 
maintained  if  there  has  been  an  actual  breach  thereof  which, 
unless  restrained,  will  cause  injury  to  plaintiff  of  a  nature  not 
remediable  adequately  at  law;  and  it  is  not  essential  that  act- 
ual injury  should  have  been  caused  before  the  action  is  com- 
menced. 

4.  One  selling  out  his  interest  In  a  business  may  surrender,  for  a 
reasonable  length  of  time  and  within  reasonable  limits  as  to 
territory,  his  liberty  to  engage  in  a  competing  business  either 
as  proprietor  or  as  employee.  The  mere  fact  that  such  con- 
tract is  In  partial  restraint  of  labor  does  not  render  it  void  as 
against  public  policy. 
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5.  An  agreement  by  the  vendor  of  an  interest  In  a  laundry  business 

that  he  will  not  for  a  period  of  five  years  engage  in  any  man- 
ner in  the  laundry  business  in  the  same  city,  "either  by  con- 
ducting a  laundry  establishment  on  his  own  behalf  or  in  con- 
junction or  jointly  with  any  other  person,  or  by  entering  the 
employ  of  any  other  person,  firm,  or  corporation  engaged  in 
such  business,  in  the  capacity  of  an  officer,  manager,  solicitor, 
or  any  other  capacity  whatsoever,"  does  not  bind  such  vendor 
not  to  engage  in  any  kind  of  labor  for  any  person  engaged  in 
the  laundry  business,  but  only  binds  him  not  to  engage  in  that 
business  in  any  manner  or  capacity  during  the  time  and  within 
the  limits  named.  So  construed  the  agreement  is  reasonable 
and  valid. 

6.  For  the  protection  of  a  business  sold  by  him  a  person  may  par- 

tially restrict  the  scope  of  his  activity  whether  he  is  a  trader 
or  not  and  whether  or  not  the  business  sold  has,  as  incident 
thereto,  a  good  will. 

7.  Upon  a  sale  for  a  specified  consideration  of  an  interest  in  an  en- 

tire going  business,  including  the  good  will  thereof,  the  vendor 
agreed  that  for  a  certain  time  he  would  not  engage  in  that  busi- 
ness in  the  same  city.  Held,  that  such  agreement  entered  into 
and  became  part  of  the  equivalent  for  the  price  paid. 

8.  Where  it  is  not  assigned  as  error  that  the  findings  of  the  trial 

court  are  not  supported  by  the  evidence,  the  supreme  court  is 
warranted  in  not  considering  that  question. 

9.  In  an  equitable  action,  upon  the  establishment  of  plaintiff's  right 

to  have  the  defendant  restrained  from  violating  his  agreement 
not  to  engage  in  a  certain  business,  the  court  may,  in  order  to 
do  complete  justice  in  the  matter  and  render  unnecessary  a 
resort  to  an  action  at  law,  award  damages  on  account  of  a  vio- 
lation of  said  agreement  during  the  litigation. 
10.  In  an  action  to  restrain  the  violation  of  an  agreement  defendant 
claimed  that  the  clause  alleged  to  have  been  violated  had  been 
included  in  the  contract  by  fraud.  He  testified  that  in  the  oral 
agreement  between  the  parties  nothing  was  said  of  the  matter 
in  question;  that  he  read  only  a  few  lines  of  the  written  con- 
tract, and  then  signed  it  upon  the  assurance  of  the  attorney  for 
the  adverse  party  that  it  was  according  to  the  oral  agreement; 
and  that  he  read  very  little  English,  but  took  papers  at  home. 
The  court  found  that  he  examined  the  paper  with  care;  that  it 
was  read  to  him;  that  he  then  signed  it;  and  that  there  was  no 
fraud.  Held,  in  view  of  the  evidence  admitted  and  the  find- 
ings, that  there  was  no  harmful  error  in  excluding  defendant's 
testimony  as  to  what  kind  of  papers  he  took  at  home,  or  what 
language  was  used  in  his  family,  or  whether  if  he  had  read  the 
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contract  he  could  have  understood  It,  or  whether  he  would  have 
signed  it  had  he  known  it  contained  the  clause  In  question,  or 
whether  he  Intended  to  make  the  a^eement  expressed  in  that 
clause. 

11.  Defendant  having  violated  his  contract  not  to  engage  in  the  laun- 

dry business  as  an  employee  or  otherwise.  In  an  action  to  re- 
strain such  violation  his  purpose  In  going  to  work  in  a  laun- 
dry was  not  material. 

12.  Evidence  in  such  a  case  that  defendant  was  dependent  for  a  live- 

lihood upon  work  In  or  about  a  laundry,  was  not  admissible  to 
show  that  the  contract  was  unreasonable. 

13.  The  reasonableness  of  a  contract  not  to  engage  In  a  certain  busi- 

ness is  a  matter  of  law  to  be  determined  from  the  contract  it- 
self, having  regard  to  the  limitations  therein  prescribed  as  to 
time  and  place  and  the  purpose  and  scope  of  the  restraint. 

14.  Where  a  trial  proceeded  from  beginning  to  end  upon  the  theory 

on  both  sides  that  the  allegations  of  a  counterclaim  were  in  is- 
sue, a  formal  reply  was  waived. 

15.  A  contempt  proceeding  to  punish  the  violation  of  a  temporary 

injunction  Is  a  proceeding  In  the  action  in  which  such  Injunc- 
tion was  granted,  not  Independent  of  it. 

16.  Generally  an  assignment  of  error  without  any  attempt  to  support 

it  by  argument  In  the  brief  or  orally  will  not  be  considered  on 
appeal. 

17.  The  denial  of  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  reference  because 

of  prejudice  of  the  referee,  if  error,  was  not  harmful  where 
the  referee  afterwards  resigned  and  another  was  appointed. 

18.  The  rule  that,  except  as  provided  in  sec.  2832  or  sec.  2879,  Stats. 

1898,  a  judgment  or  final  order  cannot  be  vacated  by  the  court 
entering  it  after  the  term  of  entry,  does  not  preclude  the  ap- 
pointment at  any  time  of  a  new  referee  in  place  of  one  who  has 
resigned  and  the  vacation  of  the  order  appointing  the  first  ref- 
eree. 

19.  Where  without  objection  a  referee  heard  together  two  matters 

in  the  same  action  which  had  been  referred  to  him,  and  no  ex- 
ception to  his  report  on  that  ground  was  made  in  the  trial 
court,  the.  refusal  to  set  aside  the  report  will  not  be  held  erro- 
neous on  that  ground. 

20.  The  facts  that,  after  sale  of  his  Interest  In  a  laundry  business, 

defendant  violated  his  agreement  not  to  engage  In  that  busi- 
ness In  the  same  city,  that  employees  left  the  service  of  plaint- 
iff and  were  hired  by  the  concern  with  which  defendant  was 
connected,  and  that  the  places  thus  vacated  were  filled  by 
plaintiff  at  increased  expense,  do  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover 
such  increased  expense  as  damages  for  defendant's  breach  of 
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the  agreement,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  such  employees 
broke  a  contract  in  leaving  plaintiff's  service  or  that  they  would 
have  remained  with  plaintiff  for  some  length  of  time,  ascer- 
tainable with  reasonable  certainty,  if  they  had  not  been  offered 
the  opportunity  to  take  service  in  the  concern  with  which  de- 
fendant was  connected. 
1S1.  Under  sec.  3490,  Stats.  1898,  in  a  contempt  proceeding  to  punish 
a  defendant  who  had  violated  a  temporary  injunction,  although 
no  actual  loss  or  injury  to  plaintiff  was  shown,  defendant  was 
properly  ordered  to  pay  to  plaintiff  the  costs  and  expenses  in- 
curred by  the  latter  in  prosecuting  the  proceeding. 

22.  Where  in  such  case  only  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  costs  and  ex- 

penses was  ordered  to  be  paid,  the  wording  of  the  order  and 
judgment,  directing  it  to  be  paid  "to  indemnify  plaintiff  for  its 
actual  loss  and  injury  .  .  .  and  to  satisfy  its  costs  and  ex- 
penses," etc.,  was  a  harmless  irregularity. 

23.  Expenditures  of  the  plaintiff  for  counsel  fees  are  recoverable  in 

such  a  proceeding,  as  proper  items  of  expense. 


Appeal  from  judgments  and  orders  of  the  circuit  court 
iEor  Milwaukee  county:  E.  Eat  Stevens,  Judge.  Modified 
and  affirmed. 

Action  to  restrain  defendants  from  violating  a  contract  not 
4to  engage  in  or  be  concerned  in  the  laundry  business. 

The  differences  between  the  parties,  as  indicated  by  the 
complaint,  answer,  and  reply,  are  shown  with  sufficient  clear- 
ness for  the  purposes  pf  this  appeal  by  the  following  sum- 
mary of  the  findings: 

(1)  Plaintiff  is  a  duly  organized  corporation  engaged  in 
general  laundry  business  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee.  (2)  De- 
fendant for  the  last  twenty  years  has  been  a  resident  of  said 
-city.  (3)  For  some  time  prior  to  October  3,  1903,  defend- 
ant and  Eugenie  M.  Comstock  were  copartners  in  the  laundry 
business  in  said  city  of  Milwaukee,  said  defendant  spending 
most  of  his  time  in  outside  work  and  the  success  of  the  busi- 
ness being  largely  due  to  his  ability  to  secure  customers. 
(4)  On  said  date  by  mutual  consent  such  copartnership  was 
dissolved  and  defendant  sold  his  interest  in  the  copartnership 
property  for  $3,500,  the  agreement  in  that  regard  being  re- 
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duced  to  writing.     (5)  Aa  part  of  the  sale  contract  defend- 
ant agreed,  in  these  words,  not  to  enter  the  laundry  business : 

"The  said  Augiist  W.  Schmeling  does  further  promise  and 
agree  and  covenant  to  and  with  the  said  Robert  W.  Mueller 
and  to  and  with  the  said  Eugenie  M.  Comstock  and  their  as- 
signs, that  he,  the  said  Schmeling,  will  and  shall  not,  for  a 
period  of  five  (5)  years  from  the  date  hereof,  engage  in  any 
manner  in  the  laimdry  business  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee, 
either  by  conducting  a  laundry  establishment  on  his  own  be- 
half or  in  conjunction  or  jointly  with  any  other  persons,  or 
by  entering  the  employ  of  any  other  person,  firm,  or  corpora- 
tion engaged  in  such  business,  in  the  capacity  of  an  officer, 
manager,  solicitor,  or  any  other  capacity  whatsoever.'' 

(6)  The  contract  was  read  to  the  defendant  and  he  exam- 
ined it  with  care  and  signed  it.  He  was  not  induced  to  do  so 
by  any  fraud  or  misrepresentations.  Previous  to  the  com- 
jnencement  of  this  action  he  entered  the  employ  of  the  Badger 
Laim.dry  Company,  a  concern  engaged  in  carrying  on  laun- 
dry business  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee.  (7)  After  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  and  while  a  temporary  injunctional 
order  granted  in  the  case  restraining  defendant  during  the 
litigation  from  violating  his  agreement  as  to  being  concerned 
in  the  laundry  business  was  in  full  force,  he  built  on  lands 
owned  by  him  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  a  building  peculiarly 
adapted  to  such  business,  borrowing  $3,000  for  that  purpose, 
and  refused  to  rent  the  building  to  a  laundry  concern  desirous 
of  securing  the  same,  but  leased  it  to  one  Piehler,  who  was 
not  of  sufficient  means  to  conduct  a  laundry  business  without 
assistance  from  the  defendant's  wife.  Defendant  bought  the 
machinery  with  which  to  equip  the  building  and  business  and 
paid  partly  therefor  by  checks  on  his  own  bank  account  and 
prepared  the  premises  for  such  business.  lie  conducted  the 
negotiations  leading  up  to  the  partnership  relations  between 
his  wife  and  Piehler  and  subsequently  participated  in  nego- 
tiations resulting  in  the  formation  of  the  Sanitary  Laimdry 
Company,  a  corporation  fonned  to  carry  on  laundry  business 
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in  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  which  corporation  was  composed  of 
defendant's  wife,  Piehler,  and  W.  A.  Hayes.  After  the 
laundry  was  started  defendant  was  in  and  around  the  same 
and  took  part  to  some  extent  in  its  management  His  wife- 
had  no  knowledge  of  such  business  and  relied  on  him  in  the 
matter.  The  said  laundry  business  was  started  by  the  as- 
sistance of  defendant's  wife  as  a  subterfuge  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  order  of  the  court  and  the  provisions  of  de- 
fendant's contract  aforesaid.  The  said  laundry  company  has 
hired  help  employed  by  the  plaintiff  company  and  taken  cus- 
tomers from  plaintiff  through  the  association  of  the  defend- 
ant with  the  said  laundry  company  and  the  use  of  his  name 
in  the  business.  (8)  After  the  making  of  said  agreement 
between  the  defendant  and  R.  W.  Mueller  a  copartnership 
was  formed  between  the  latter  and  Eugenie  M.  Comstock  to 
which  was  transferred  the  property,  assets,  stock  in  trade, 
and  the  good  will  formerly  owned  by  the  defendant  and  said 
Comstock,  and  thereafter  plaintiff  company  was  formed  and 
all  such  property  was  sold  thereto,  including  the  benefits  of 
the  contract  made  by  defendant  as  aforesaid,  which  benefits 
were  necessary  to  protect  the  good  will  of  the  business  in  the 
possession  of  the  new  owner  as  successor  to  defendant  and 
Eugenie  M.  Comstock.  (9)  Plaintiff  now  owns  the  benefi- 
cial rights  under  such  contract  which  has  been  violated  by 
defendant  to  plaintiff's  damage. 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found  that  the  restraint 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  defendant  provided  for  in  his  contract 
was  fairly  protective  only  of  the  interests  of  the  plaintiff  and 
not  so  large  as  to  interfere  with  the  interests  of  the  public ; 
that  the  contract  was  valid,  and  that  an  interlocutory  judg- 
ment should  be,  therefore,  entered  in  accordance  with  the  find- 
ings, reserving  the  question  of  damages  till  the  coming  in  of 
the  report  of  the  referee  to  be  appointed  to  take  evidence  and 
ascertain  the  same. 

The  judgment  so  provided  for  was  accordingly  entered  and' 
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the  matter  of  ascertaining  the  damages  recoverable  was  re- 
ferred to  Hon.  Fred.  Scheiber. 

Proceedings  were  commenced  in  due  form  to  punish  the 
defendant  for  contempt  in  having  violated  the  temporary  in- 
junctional  order,  as  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  findings,  in 
which  he  was  in  due  form  found  guilty  and  the  matter  of  as- 
certaining the  sum  necessary  to  indemnify  plaintiff  for  the 
actual  loss  caused  to  him  by  the  defendant's  said  contemptu- 
ous conduct  and  the  amount  necessary  to  indemnify  plaintiff 
for  costs  and  expenses  in  the  contempt  proceedings  were  re- 
ferred to  said  Scheiber,  and  it  was  ordered  as  punishment  for 
the  defendant's  conduct  that  immediately  upon  the  referee's 
report  being  confirmed  defendant  should  pay  plaintiff's  at- 
torney the  sum  finally  determined  to  be  necessary  for  indem- 
nity, as  aforesaid. 

Special  proceedings  were  instituted  on  behalf  of  defend- 
ant to  vacate  the  reference  to  Mr.  Scheiber  on  the  ground  of 
prejudice.  The  application  was  denied.  Thereafter  Mr. 
Scheiber  resigned  his  position  as  referee  and  later,  at  a  term 
of  court  subsequent  to  that  of  his  appointment,  on  application 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  orders  in  that  regard  were  formally  va- 
cated ^d  the  matters  involved  were  referred  to  Hon.  W.  J. 
McElroy,  who  subsequently  performed  the  duties  of  referee 
in  the  matter  and  reported  the  evidence  taken  by  him  and 
his  conclusions  to  the  court.  Such  conclusions  were  to  this 
effect :  By  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  agreement  set  forth  in 
the  complaint  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  incur  extra  expense 
for  an  engineer  to  the  amoimt  of  $66,  $8  extra  expense  for 
filling  the  place  of  another  employee,  and  $95  for  services  of 
an  attorney.  By  reason  of  the  violation  of  the  temporary  in- 
junctional  order  plaintiff  was  damaged  to  the  extent  of 
$19.25  for  a  copy  of  the  testimony  and  $409.84  for  attorney's 
services.  There  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  such  report,  which 
was  denied.  Thereafter,  on  application  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
report  was  modified  by  striking  out  the  item  of  $95,  and  as. 
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BO  modified  was  confirmed.  Judgment  was  thereafter  per- 
fected in  the  main  action,  the  recoverable  damages  therein 
being  placed  at  $74,  and  judgment  was  also  perfected  in  the 
contempt  proceedings,  defendant  being  required  within  ten 
-days  to  pay  plaintiff's  attorney  $429.09  as  indemnity  for 
actual  loss  and  injury  to  plaintiff  by  defendant's  violation  of 
the  temporary  injunction,  and  to  satisfy  its  costs  and  ex- 
penses arising  out  of  such  misconduct. 

Exceptions  were  taken  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  to  pre- 
serve for  review  the  questions  referred  to  in  the  opinion. 
The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment  in  the  main  ac- 
tion and  in  the  contempt  proceedings  and  from  various  or- 
ders affecting  such  judgments. 

W,  A.  Hayes,  for  the  appellant. 

C.  H.  Hamilton,  for  the  respondent. 

Marshall,  J.  There  is  no  assignment  of  error  that  the 
findings  of  fact  or  any  of  them  are  contrary  to  or  not  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence.  Some  branches  of  the  appellant's 
argument  refer  .to  that  subject,  but  as  there  is  no  assignment 
of  error,  specially,  in  respect  thereto  we  shall  not  examine 
any  question  in  that  regard,  except  where  it  is  deemed  to  be 
necessarily  called  for  by  some  assignment  of  error  -as  to  rul- 
ings on  motions. 

I. 

The  first  four  assignments  of  error  relate  to  the  subject  of 
whether  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of  action.  The  various 
propositions  suggested  for  consideration,  so  far  as  they  seem 
material,  will  be  treated  in  their  order. 

1.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  re- 
straint sought  to  be  imposed  on  the  defendant  is  necessary  to 
the  protection  of  plaintiff's  business. 

The  complaint  contains  this  allegation: 

"Notwithstanding  said  agreement,  and  contrary  to  the 
terms  thereof,  the  said  defendant  has  nevertheless  again  en- 
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gaged  in  the  laundry  business  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  by  as- 
sociating himself  with  the  Badger  Laundry,  .  .  .  and  that 
the  inevitable  result  of  said  connection,  if  the  same  be  permit- 
ted to  continue,  .  .  .  will  be  a  large  diminution  in  the  value 
of  the  good  will  of  said  business/' 

That  seems  to  sufficiently  negative  the  proposition.  More- 
over, when  a  person  sells  out  his  interest  in  an  established 
business  and  agrees  not  to  enter  into  the  same  kind  of  busi- 
ness or  be  concerned  in  it  in  competition  with  that  so  sold,  by 
necessary  implication  such  agreement  is  material  to  the  pro- 
tection of  such  business. 

2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  showing  that  defend- 
ant before  the  commencement  of  the  action  breached  the 
agreement  by  doing  anything  injurious  to  the  plaintiff. 

What  has  been  said  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  that  proposi- 
tion. It  was  not  essential  that  actual  injury  should  have 
been  caused  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  in  order 
to  enable  respondent  to  maintain  the  same.  It  was  sufficient 
that  there  was  an  actual  breach  of  the  agreement  mentioned, 
which,  unless  restrained,  would  cause  injury  to  plaintiff  of  a 
nature  not  remediable  adequately  in  an  action  at  law. 

3.  The  contract  is  one  in  restraint  of  labor  and  is  invalid 
on  that  ground. 

We  are  not  favored  with  any  authority  to  the  effect  that 
one  may  not  in  selling  out  his  interest  in  a  business  surren- 
der, for  a  reasonable  length  of  time  and  within  reasonable 
limits  as  to  territory,  his  liberty  to  engage  in  a  competing 
business,  either  as  proprietor  or  employee.  It  would  seem 
that  the  same  rule  which  permits  a  person  in  selling  out  his 
interest  in  a  business,  as  a  part  of  the  transaction  to  restrict 
his  liberty  to  impair  the  value  of  the  thing  sold  by  engaging 
in  the  same  kind  of  trade  in  one  capacity,  would  justify  re- 
straining such  liberty  as  to  engaging  in  such  business  in  any 
other  capacity.  That  tjontracts  of  the  former  character,  rea- 
sonable as  to- time  and  space,  are  valid  is  not  questioned. 
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They  have  been  sustained  by  this  and  other  courts  generally. 
Berlin  M.  Works  v.  Perry,  71  Wis.  495,  38  K  W.  82;  Bich- 
ards  V.  Am.  D.  &  S.  Co.  87  Wis.  503,  58  N.  W.  787;  Palmer 
V.  Tom^,  96  Wis.  367,  369,  71  N.  W.  654;  Tecktonius  v. 
Scott,  110  Wis.  441,  86  N.  W.  672;  Cottington  v.  Swan,  128 
Wis.  321,  107  K  W.  336;  Boss  v.  Sadgheer,  21  Wend.  166; 
Cowan  V.  Fairbrother,  118  N.  C.  406,  24  S.  E.  212;  Hoag- 
land  V.  Segur,  38  N.  J.  Law,  230 ;  Perkins  v.  Clay,  54  N.  H. 
518;  Ouerand  v.  Bandelet,  32  Md.  561;  Warren  v.  Jones, 
51  Me.  146 ;  Anchor  E.  Co.  v.  Hawkes,  171  Mass.  101,  50 
N.  E.  509 ;  Hitchcock  v.  Anthony,  83  Fed.  779,  28  C.  C.  A. 
80;  Sternberg  v.  O'Brien,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  370,  22  Atl.  348; 
Barr  v.  Craven,  89  L.  T.  Eep.  574;  Diamond  M.  Co.  v.  Boe- 
ber,  106  K  Y.  473,  13  N.  E.  419 ;  Wood  v.  Whitehead  Bros. 
Co.  165  N.  Y.  545,  59  K  E.  357 ;  Nat.  E.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Haber- 
man,  120  Fed.  415 ;  Bancroft  v.  Union  E.  Co.  72  N.  H.  402, 
57  Atl.  97. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  aforesaid,  in  terms  or  effect,  is 
stated  in  the  cases  cited  this  wise :  Inasmuch  as  public  policy 
requires  that  a  man  should  be  free  to  sell  in  the  most  advan- 
tageous way  what  he  has  obtained  by  his  skill  or  other  means, 
the  same  policy  should  permit  him  to  enter  into  restrictive 
agreements  in  aid  of  the  thing  sold,  provided  the  restrictions, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  are  not  unreasonable,  having  re- 
gard to  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract. 

If  the  scope  of  the  contract  here  were  so  broad  as  counsel 
for  appellant  contends,  there  might  be  some  question  as  to  its 
validity  in  its  entirety.  It  is  argued  that  the  language  "in 
any  manner,  either  by  conducting  a  laimdry  establishment  on 
his  own  behalf  or  in  conjunction  or  jointly  with  any  other 
persons,  or  by  entering  the  employ  of  any  person,  firm,  or 
corporation  engaged  in  such  business,  in  the  capacity  of  an 
officer,  manager,  solicitor,  or  any  other  capacity  whatsoever," 
if  enforced,  would  deprive  appellant  of  liberty  to  pursue  any 
manner  of  labor  for  any  person  or  concern  engaged  in  the 
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laundry  business.  It  does  not  seem  so.  The  words  '*in  the 
-capacity  of  an  officer,  manager,  solicitor,  or  any  other  capac- 
ity whatsoever"  refer  to  the  words  "engage  in  any  manner 
in  the  laundry  business  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee."  The  real 
meaning  is  that  appellant  shall  not  engage  in  the  laundry 
business  by  entering  into  the  employ  of  a  person  engaged  in 
fiuch  business  to  work  therein  in  any  capacity  whatever.  Like 
^contracts  have  been  elsewhere  similarly  construed. 

In  Barr  v.  Craven,  89  L.  T.  Eep.  674,  the  facts  were  that 
an  agent  of  an  insurance  company  employed  to  serve  in  a 
particular  district  contracted  "that  he  would  not  interfere 
directly  or  indirectly  with  the  business"  after  resigning  or 
being  dismissed  from  his  agency.  The  contract  was  con- 
strued to  mean  the  business  of  the  society  in  the  district  in 
which  the  agent  contracted  to  aid  it,  and  as  so  construed  it 
^as  held  valid. 

Sternberg  v.  O'Brien,  48  K  J.  Eq.  370,  22  Atl.  348,  seems 
1»  touch  this  case  in  respondent's  favor  at  all  points.  The  de- 
fendant entered  the  employ  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  engaged 
in  the  instalment  clothing  business,  in  the  capacity  of  col- 
lector, agreeing  in  consideration  of  the  employment  that  for 
one  year  after  its  termination  "he  would  not  engage  in  or  be 
concerned  or  interested  in  the  instalment  clothing  business,  in 
the  city  of  Newark  or  Jersey  City,  on  his  own  accoimt,  or  as 
the  agent  or  employee  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  in  any 
capacity."  The  court  construed  the  contract  as  if  it  read 
will  not  engage  in  or  be  concerned  or  interested  in  the  instal- 
ment clothing  business  in  the  city  of  Newark  or  Jersey  City 
in  any  capacity,  saying: 

"It  thus  appears  that  the  defendant's  promise  is  that  he 
^will  not  take  employment  in  a  particular  business  in  any  ca- 
j)acity.  When,  therefore,  the  whole  of  the  restrictive  clause 
is  read,  it  is  made  entirely  plain  that  the  restraint  which  the 
defendant  put  upon  himself  is  not  general,  but  partial,  and 
that  the  only  thing  which  he  has  prevented  himself  from  do- 
dng,  after  he  ceases  to  be  an  employee  of  the  complainant,  is 
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engaging  in  or  being  concerned  or  interested  in  the  instalment 
clothing  business.  He  cannot  serve  or  assist  a  rival  business 
in  any  capacity,  in  either  of  the  two  cities  named,  but  the  in- 
terdiction is  confined  to  that  particular  business. .  As  to  any 
other  business  or  employment  he  is  unbound  and  free.  Any- 
thing outside  of  the  instalment  clothing  business  he  is  just 
as  much  at  liberty  to  do  for  a  rival  of  the  complainant  as 
though  he  had  not  made  the  contract  in  question." 

The  position  taken  that  the  agreement  was  a  restrictioa 
upon  the  right  to  labor  was  condemned  and  the  contract  held 
valid.  We  have  quoted  at  considerable  length  from  the  opin- 
ion, as  it  meets  with  our  approval  and  covers  fully  the  point 
raised  by  appellant's  counsel. 

There  are  many  cases  in  the  books  in  harmony  with  the 
foregoing.  In  Hitchcock  v.  Anthony,  83  Fed.  779,  28  C.  C. 
A.  80,  an  agreement  was  sustained  of  a  person,  who  purchased 
from  another  some  land  adjacent  to  that  used  by  such  other 
in  conducting  a  coal  and  fish  business,  not  to  engage  in  the  ^ 
coal  or  fish  business  for  a  specified  term  of  years,  "or  to  do 
anything  that  will  conflict  with  the  said  coal  or  fish  business 
of  the  grantor." 

In  Lange  v,  Werk,  2  Ohio  St.  519,  an  agreement  not  to  "es- 
tablish or  be  connected  either  directly  or  indirectly  with  any 
person  (without  the  consent  of  the  other  party  to  the  agree- 
ment) in  the  tar  candle  business,"  was  condemned  solely  be- 
cause it  was  not  reasonably  limited  as  to  territory. 

In  Alger  v.  Tliacher,  19  Pick.  51,  an  agreement  not  to  "at 
any  time  hereafter  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name  of  an- 
other, conduct,  carry  on,  use,  or  employ  the  art,  trade,  or  oc- 
cupation of  an  iron  founder  or  caster,  or  be  concerned,  inter- 
ested, employed  or  engaged,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  any 
manner  whatsoever,  or  under  any  pretense  whatsoever,  in  the 
business  of  founding  or  casting  iron,"  was  held  void  only  be- 
cause of  its  being  unlimited  as  to  time  and  space. 

In  Ouerand  v.  Bandelet,  32  Md.  561,  an  agreement,  lim- 
ited as  to  time  and  space,  not  to  "directly  or  indirectly  com- 
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pete"  "trith  the  vendee  in  conducting  jthe  business  leased  by 
the  party  so  agreeing,  was  sustained. 

In  Cowan  v.  Fairbrother,  118  N.  C.  406,  24  N.  E.  212, 
an  agreement  by  the  vendee  of  a  printing  business,  limited  as 
to  time  and  space,  not  to  ''edit,  print,  or  conduct  a  newspaper 
or  magazine,  nor  be  in  any  wise  connected  with  one  printed 
anywhere"  within  the  territory  mentioned,  was  sustained. 

The  foregoing  precedents  seem  to  sufficiently  answer  the 
daim  of  appellant's  counsel  that  the  contract  in  question  is 
void  as  a  general  restraint  upon  the  right  to  labor,  and  the 
claim  that  the  agreement  is  contrary  to  public  policy.  The 
appellant  is  free  to  engage  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  in  any 
kind  of  business  except  the  laundry  business.  He  is  free  to 
accept  employment  of  a  rival  in  such  business  in  such  city 
outside  of  the  competing  business.  He  is  free  to  engage  in 
the  laundry  business  outside  of  Milwaukee  at  any  time,  and 
therein  after  the  five-year  period.  The  restraint  is  limited 
to  the  kind  of  business  sold  and  as  to  time  and  space  in  a 
manner  commonly  sustained,  as  we  have  seen.  Such  restric- 
tions satisfy  every  essential  of  the  doctrine  lately  announced 
in  Cottington  v.  Bwan,  128  Wis.  321 :  "The  restraint  imposed 
is  reasonable,  under  the  circumstances,  with  reference  to  the 
situation,  business,  and  object  of  the  parties."  It  was  "con- 
tracted for  .  .  .  the  protection  of  the  legitimate  interests  of 
the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is  imposed."  It  "is  reasonable 
as  between  them  [the  parties]  and  not  specially  injurious  to 
the  public."  Reasonableness  between  the  parties  has  refer- 
ence to  time,  space,  purpose,  and  scope.  If  all  the  tests  in 
that  .regard  are  satisfied  the  public  interests  are  satisfied. 
The  time  and  space  must  not  be  so  great  as  to  have  the  effect 
of  a  general  restraint.  The  purpose  must  have  reference  to 
the  protection  of  the  business  sold,  or  in  which  the  party  re- 
strained is  in  some  capacity  engaged,  and  which  is  reasonably 
benefited  by  the  restraint  The  scope  of  the  restraint  must 
be  germane  to  such  purpose. 
Vol.  129—39 
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Oar  attention  is  earnestly  directed  to  what  was  said  in 
Palmer  v.  Toms,  96  Wis.  367,  369,  71  N.  W.  654,  where  the 
court  mentioned  one  of  several  exceptions  to  the  general  rule 
that  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  are  not  permitted.  The 
exception  had  reference  to  reasonable  restraints  upon  the  lib- 
erty of  a  person  as  to  engaging  in  business  injurious  to  the 
good  will  of  a  business  sold  by  him,  imposed  as  an  aid  to  the 
sale.  It  seems  to  be  thought  that  the  court  restricted  such 
contracts  to  those  made  wholly  for  the  protection  of  good  will. 
That  is  not  strictly  accurate.  The  court  mentioned  one  ex- 
ception to  a  general  rule  which  was  appropriate  to  the  case. 
One  may  by  contract,  legitimately,  partially  restrict  the  scope 
of  his  activity  for  the  protection  of  a  business  sold  by  him  or 
in  which  he  is  engaged,  whether  he  is  a  trader  or  not  and 
whether  the  business  sold  has,  as  incident  thereto,  a  good  will 
The  restriction  may  extend  to  his  engaging  in  a  competing 
business  as  proprietor  or  in  any  other  capacity,  subject  to  the 
limitations  suggested.  This  sufficiently  answers  all  conten- 
tions of  appellant's  counsel  up  to  the  next  stated  proposition. 

4.  Neither  plaintiff  nor  its  successors  paid  anything  for 
the  good  will  claimed. 

The  written  evidence  of  what  defendant  sold  and  what  was 
acquired  by  plaintiff  shows  that  it  was  an  entire  going  busi- 
ness, including  the  good  will  thereof  and  all  property  in  use 
in  connection  therewith,  and  that  $3,500  was  paid  therefor. 
It  seems  to  follow,  necessarily,  that  the  thing  sought  to  be 
protected  by  the  restraint  imposed  on  the  liberty  of  the  de- 
fendant was  the  subject  of  the  sale  and  that  such  restraint 
entered  into  and  became  part  of  the  equivalent  for  the  $3,500. 

6.  The  next  proposition  is  that  there  is  no  evidence  sup- 
porting the  findings  and  judgment  for  an  injunction. 

As  stated  at  the  outset,  there  is  no  assignment  of  error  that 
the  findings  are  not  supported  by  the  evidence.  That  would 
warrant  us  in  not  examining  the  record  as  to  this  proposi- 
tion.    However,  we  have  examined  the  same  sufficiently  to 
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satisfy  us  that  the  findings  as  to  appellant's  having  violated 
his  agreement  are  not  against  the  clear  preponderance  thereof. 

6.  The  court  erred  in  awarding  plaintiff  damages. 

That  is  predicated  on  the  theory,  in  part,  that  the  com- 
plaint contains  no  claim  for  damages,  which  seems  contrary 
to  the  fact;  and  again  upon  the  theory  that  no  damages  were 
recoverable  except  such  as  were  suffered  before  the  action 
was  commenced.  In  an  action  of  this  sort  it  is  sufficient  to 
allege  an  actual  breach  of  the  agreement  and  that  damages 
have  accrued,  or  will  accrue,  unless  the  court  interferes  to 
prevent  a  continuance  of  the  breach,  which  will  otherwise  oc- 
cur, and  allegations  otherwise  bringing  the  case  imder  a  rec- 
ognized head  of  equity  jurisdiction.  In  case  of  the  primary 
right  involved  being  established  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  subject  matter 
may  properly,  in  order  to  do  complete  justice  in  the  matter, 
rendering  it  unnecessary  to  sue  at  law  for  damages  happen- 
ing during  the  litigation,  as  ancillary  to  the  principal  matter 
of  relief,  award  plaintiff  compensation  for  such  damages. 
The  rule  on  that  subject  is  quite  ancient. 

In  Nelson  v.  Bridges,  2  Beav.  239,  the  facts  were  that  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  the  subject  of  such  agreement  was  in  part  taken 
away  by  the  defendant,  but  the  matter  was  not  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  court  before  judgment  in  plaintiff's  favor  as 
to  the  primary  right  Upon  an  application  for  relief  in  the 
action  Lord  Langdaxe  said  : 

"If  that  circumst^ce  had  been  known  at  the  first  hearing, 
I  cannot  have  the  least  doubt  but  that  the  court  would,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,  have  put  in  a  due  course  of  in- 
vestigation the  question  of  the  amount  of  compensation  which 
ought  to  be  made  to  the  plaintiff." 

It  being  suggested  that  relief  could  be  obtained  or  might 
have  been  obtained  at  law  he  said : 

"I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  this  court 
when  it  has  once  entertained  jurisdiction  in  a  case  to  resort 
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to  that  circuitous  mode  of  giving  relief;  I  think,  moreover^ 
that  if  this  matter  had  been  before  the  court  at  the  first  hear- 
ing, it  would  have  been  put  in  a  proper  train  of  investiga- 
tion.'' 

n. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  assignments  of  error  cover  matters  in- 
dicated in  the  propositions  following. 

1.  The  court  improperly  excluded  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant  showing  that  the  clause  of  the  agreement  claimed 
to  have  been  violated,  restraining  the  defendant  from  being 
concerned  in  a  rival  laundry  business  as  an  employee,  was 
included  in  such  agreement  by  fraud. 

Appellant  testified  at  length  that  he  did  not  read  the  writ- 
ing before  signing;  that  in  the  oral  agreement  nothing  was 
said  as  to  his  not  working  in  a  laundry;  that  he  read  a  few 
lines  of  the  writing  and  then  signed  it  relying  upon  Mr.  Com- 
stock's  assurance — ^acting  for  the  adverse  party — ^that  it  was 
according  to  the  oral  agreement ;  that  he  read  very  little  Eng- 
lish, but  took  papers  at  home.  He  was  not  permitted  to  tes- 
tify as  to  what  kind  of  papers  he  took  or  what  language  was 
used  in  his  family,  or  whether  if  he  had  read  the  contract  he 
could  have  understood  it;  or  whether  he  would  have  signed 
it  had  he  known  of  its  containing  the  objectionable  clause;  or 
whether  he  intended  to  forego  his  right  to  be  employed  in  a 
laimdry.  We  are  unable  to  see  any  harmful  error  in  the  ex- 
clusion of  such  evidence  in  view  of  the  evidence  which  was 
permitted.  When  the  defendant  testified  that  he  did  not  read 
the  paper;  that  he  read  very  little  English;  that  the  original 
agreement  did  not  contain  anything  as  regards  his  not  taking 
employment  in  a  rival  business,  and  that  he  signed  the  paper 
relying  upon  Comstock's  assurance  that  it  was  drawn  accord- 
ing to  the  oral  understanding,  he  covered  everything  that  was 
material  from  his  standpoint,  especially  in  view  of  the  court's 
findings  of  fact. 

The  court  did  not  hold,  as  it  seems,  that  if  appellant  did 
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not  know  the  contents  of  the  paper  he  was  necessarily  boimd 
by  reason  of  inexcusable  negligence,  but  found  specifically 
that  he  examined  the  paper  with  care;  that  it  was  read  to 
him;  that  he  then  signed  it,  and  that  no  fraud  was  perpe- 
trated upon  him  in  the  matter.  With  his  statements  that  he 
did  not  read  the  paper,  that  it  was  not  read  to  him,  and  that 
he  relied  wholly  upon  the  assurance  of  Mr.  Comstock  as  to 
its  contents,  disproved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  it  is 
not  probable  that  the  result  could  have  been  different  though 
the  excluded  evidence,  if  proper,  had  been  received.  There- 
fore, in  any  event,  the  exclusion  was  not  harmf  uL 

2.  The  court  improperly  excluded  evidence  as  to  appel- 
lant's purpose  in  going  to  work  for  the  Badger  Laundry 
Company. 

We  are  unable  to  see  any  materiality  to  such  evidence.  If 
what  he  did  constituted  a  violation  of  his  agreement,  whether 
he  had  such  a  purpose  in  view  or  not  could  not  affect  the  mat- 
ter. He  was  permitted  to  testify  fully  as  to  the  capacity  in 
which  he  was  employed  by  the  Badger  Laimdry  Company, 
which  was  that  of  bookkeeper  and  general  oflBce  work,  and 
clearly  within  the  prohibition  of  the  contract. 

3.  The  court  improperly  excluded  evidence  tending  to  show 
the  unreasonable  nature  of  the  contract. 

The  evidence  excluded  was  directed  to  the  subject  of 
whether  appellant  was  dependent  for  a  livelihood  on  work  in 
or  about  a  laundry.  We  are  unable  to  see  that  such  circum- 
stance, had  it  been  established,  could  have  affected  the  result. 
As  we  have  seen,  whether  such  a  contract  is  reasonable  or  un- 
reasonable is  a  matter  of  law  to  be  determined  from  the  writ-  . 
ing,  having  regard  to  the  limitations  as  to  time  and  place  and 
the  purpose  and  scope  of  the  restraint.  They  being  reason- 
able, all  essentials  of  a  valid  contract  are  present,  because 
even  if  the  party  restrained  of  his  liberty  is  deprived,  par- 
tially, from  participating  in  a  particular  vocation  for  a  limited 
period,  there  is  left  ample  opportunity  for  him  to  do  so  out- 
side of  the  territory  covered  by  his  agreement. 
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in. 

The  next  assignment  of  error  is  that  the  court  erred  in  de- 
nying defendant  judgment  on  his  counterclaim. 

That  is  based  on  the  theory  that  there  was  no  reply.  There 
are  two  answers  to  that.  First.  Though  no  reply  is  found 
in  the  record,  the  court  in  the  decree  recited  that  there  was 
one  in  fact.  Second.  The  trial  proceeded  from  the  begin- 
ning to  the  end  upon  the  theory  on  both  sides  that  the  allega- 
tions of  the  counterclaim  were  in  issue.  That  was  a  waiver 
of  any  formal  reply.  Eillman  v.  Gregory,  91  Wis.  478,  65 
N.  W.  53;  Bowman  v.  Van  Kuren,  29  Wis.  209. 

IV. 

The  next  two  assignments  of  error  refer  generally  to  this 
proposition:  The  contempt  proceedings  must  fail,  for  such 
proceedings  cannot  be  maintained  independently  of  the  ac- 
tion. 

That  proposition  seems  to  be  grounded  on  the  theory  that 
neither  the  facts  alleged  nor  those  proved  show  any  ground 
for  the  action,  and  that  the  findings  of  fact  are  contrary  to 
the  evidence.  Those  matters  are  all  sufficiently  answered  in 
other  parts  of  the  opinion.  Certainly  the  contempt  proceed- 
ing was  in  the  action,  not  independent  of  it.  The  complaint 
stated  a  cause  of  action  and  the  facts  found  both  in  the  main 
action  and  the  contempt  proceedings  show  a  violation  of  the 
temporary  injimction..  There  is  no  assignment  of  error,  as 
we  have  seen,  that  such  findings  are  contrary  to  the  evidence, 
and,  if  it  were  otherwise,  our  examination  of  the  record  leads 
us  to  the  conclusion  that  counseFs  contention  would  have  to  be 
overruled. 

V. 

Error  is  further  assigned  upon  the  exclusion  of  evidence 
offered  by  the  defendant  upon  the  issue  of  contempt. 

Under  this  head  we  are  referred  to  several  pages  of  the 
printed  case  where  it  is  shown  that  the  evidence  of  witnesses 
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tendered  by  appellant  was  excluded,  but  the  error  claimed  is 
not  supported  by  argument  in  the  brief,  nor  was  it  orally. 
Generally  speaking,  an  assignment  of  error  without  any  at^ 
tempt  to  so  support  it  is  not  considered  on  appeal.  Butler  v. 
State,  102  Wis.  364,  78  N.  W.  590;  Cornell  v.  State,  104 
Wis.  527,  80  X.  W.  745;  Nix  v.  C.  Reiss  G.  Co.  114  Wis. 
493,  505,  90  'N.  W.  437.  That  has  not  been  strictly  applied 
here,  but  will  be  as  to  treating  the  matter  in  detail  in  this 
opinion.  We  are  unable  to  discover  any  harmful  error  in 
any  of  the  rulings  on  evidence  found  at  the  pages  of  the 
printed  case  suggested.  Some  of  the  questions  called  for 
mere  conclusions  and  were  ruled  out  on  that  ground.  Some 
of  the  questions  were  ruled  out  as  leading.  Some  of  the 
evidence  was  stricken  out  as  not  responsive.  Some  of  the 
questions  were  asked  upon  the  mistaken  theory  that  the 
agreement  was  void  as  a  general  restraint  upon  the  appellant. 
It  is  considered  that  no  harmful  error,  if  error  at  all,  was 
committed  by  the  court  in  this  field. 

VI. 

Complaint  is  made  because  the  court  denied  the  motion 
to  vacate  the  reference  to  Mr.  Scheiber  on  the  groimd  that  he 
was  prejudiced. 

Appellant's  motion  in  that  regard  was  heard  on  aflSdavits 
and  denied,  as  it  appears,  because  the  proofs  were  not  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  his  claim.  We  are  imable  to  see  wherein  the 
court  clearly  committed  error  at  that  point,  but  in  any  event 
it  was  not  harmful,  since  Mr.  Scheiber  resigned,  the  orders 
appointing  him  were  in  form  vacated,  and  Hon.  W.  J.  Mc- 
Elroy  was  appointed  referee  in  his  placCr 

VII. 

Further  error  is  claimed  because  the  court  vacated  the  or- 
der of  reference  to  Mr.  Scheiber. 

The  idea  of  counsel  at  this  point  is  that  the  rule  that  a 
judgment  cannot  be  vacated  by  the  trial  court  after  the  term 
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at  which  it  was  entered,  except  under  sec.  2832  or  sec.  2879, 
Stats.  1898,  applies,  and  that  the  matter  is  governed  by  Whit- 
ney V.  Earner,  44  Wis.  563 ;  Turner  v.  Nachtsheim,  71  Wis. 
16,  36  N.  W.  637 ;  and  Dufur  v.  Home  Inv.  Co.  122  Wis. 
470,  100  N.  W.  831,  and  similar  cases.  True,  except  in 
case  of  mistake,  inadvertence,  surprise,  or  excusable  neglect 
within  sec.  2832,  or  an  application  for  a  new  trial  on  newly- 
discovered  evidence  under  sec.  2879,  a  judgment  or  final  or- 
der in  an  action  cannot  be  vacated  by  the  court  entering  it 
after  the  term  of  the  entry.  That  does  not  apply  to  those 
necessary  orders  in  the  progress  of  a  case  essential  to  its  ter- 
mination, such  as  one  to  fill  the  office  of  referee  after  the  res- 
ignation or  removal  by  the  court  of  one  previously  appointed. 
Here,  the  first  referee  declined  to  serve  by  resigning.  The 
only  effect  of  the  order  complained  of  was  to  recognize  the  ex- 
istence of  the  office  as  vacant  and  to  fill  it  in  order  that  the 
case  might  proceed.  The  court  at  all  times  has  general  au- 
thority over  its  referees,  to  remove  them  for  cause  and  to  af- 
ford the  parties  the  benefit  of  such  an  instrumentality  in  de- 
termining the  truth  of  the  matters  in  controversy,  by  refilliug 
the  office.  17  Ency.  PI.  &  Pr.  1085.  That  must  necessarily 
include  authority  to  change  the  terms  of  an  order  of  reference 
by  naming  a  new  referee  whenever  the  place  as  first  filled 
shall  have  become  vacant  by  any  means.  Unless  the  law  per- 
mitted such  action  our  system  of  procedure  would  be  quite 
infirm.  The  following  cases  bear  on  the  question :  ParJchurst 
V.  Berdell,  87  N.  Y.  145 ;  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  3  Bosw.  650 ; 
Norvell  v.  Oihson,  6  Mo.  App.  581. 

In  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  supra,  the  court  vacated  the  order  of 
reference  after  a  lapse  of  some  three  years,  because  the  ref- 
eree did  not  proceed  expeditiously  to  close  up  the  matter  re- 
ferred to  him.  In  disposing  of  the  subject  this  language  was 
used  by  Woodbuff,  J. : 

"The  court  would  not  of  course  compel  a  referee  to  act, 
against  his  inclination  .  .  .  when  there  are,  no  doubt,  many 
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who  are  not  only  willing  but  desirous  of  rendering  such  serv- 
ices. .  .  .  That  the  court  can  vacate  the  order  of  reference 
and  direct  a  reference  to  some  person  whose  engagements  are 
such  that  the  reference  will  be  proceeded  in  with  reasonable 
dispatch  is  not  doubtful." 

VIII. 

The  next  claim  is  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  set 
4iside  the  report  of  the  referee. 

The  motion  was  based  on  want  of  evidence  to  support  the 
£ndings.  Some  complaint  is  now  made  because  the  referee 
ieard  the  two  matters  referred  to  him  together,  but  no  ex- 
•<5eption  seems  to  have  been  made  to  the  report  on  that  ground, 
and  if  there  were  we  should  be  constrained  to  hold  that  there 
was  no  harm  done  appellant  by  the  procedure.  Moreover,  it 
•does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  objection  at  the  hearing 
before  the  referee  to  the  trial  of  both  of  the  referred  matters 
4;ogether. 

On  this  branch  of  the  case  it  is  insisted  that  there  was  no 
^roof  produced  before  the  referee  of  damages  caused  by  the 
breach  of  appellant's  agreement  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
though  the  referee  found  that  there  were  such  damages  to  the 
^moimt  of  $169  and  the  court  confirmed  the  finding  as  to  $74. 
True,  all  the  evidence  offered  on  that  matter  was  directed  to 
loss  caused  after  the  commencement  of  the  action.  So  it  was 
inaccurate  to  characterize  the  damages  found  as  was  done. 
However,  that  is  not  material.  The  more  serious  question  is 
whether  such  damages  were  established.  They  were  com- 
posed of  $66,  increase  in  expense  of  filling  the  place  of  engi- 
neer, because  of  an  employee  in  such  place  going  over  to  the 
Sanitary  Laundry  Company,  and  an  increase  of  $8  in  the 
^30st  of  filling  the  place  of  another  employee  from  the  same 
-cause. 

There  was  ample  evidence  that  the  two  employees  left  the 
service  of  respondent  and  were  hired  by  the  Sanitary  Laun- 
"dry  Company,  with  which  appellant  was  connected,  and  that 
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the  places  thus  vacated  were  filled  at  the  increased  expense 
found  by  the  referee.  There  was  no  direct  evidence  that 
such  employees  were  influenced  to  do  as  they  did  by  appellant^ 
but  conceding  that  the  court  was  warranted  in  finding  from 
the  circumstances  that  "the  said  Sanitary  Laundry  Company 
has  hired  help  employed  by  the  plaintiff  company  and  taken 
customers  from  the  plaintiff  through  the  association  of  the 
defendant  with  the  said  Sanitary  Laundry  Company  and  the 
use  of  his  name  in  the  business  thereof,"  and  that  such  find- 
ing was  binding  on  the  referee,  as  it  probably  was,  there  was 
left  to  the  latter  the  duty  of  determining  whether  respondent 
actually  suffered  loss  by  such  conduct  of  appellant  and,  if  so^ 
how  much. 

On  the  subject  of  increased  expense  there  was  ample  evi- 
dence, but  there  seems  to  be  this  serious  infirmity  in  the 
proof :  It  does  not  appear  that  either  of  the  employees  broke 
any  contract  with  respondent  in  leaving  its  employ,  or  how 
long  they  would  have  remained  with  respondent  after  the 
time  they  left  its  service  but  for  the  conduct  of  appellant. 
That  was  left  by  the  proof  to  mere  conjecture)  since  the  em- 
ployees were  under  no  obligation  to  so  remain.  On  the 
whole,  we  cannot  see  any  sound  basis  for  charging  the  in-^ 
creased  cost  of  filling  their  places  to  appellant.  The  learned 
referee,  seemingly,  concluded  that  such  cost  was  so  chargeable 
as  a  necessary  result  of  the  finding  that  the  Sanitary  Laundry 
Company  hired  the  employees  after  they  left  the  service  of 
respondent.  We  do  not  think  such  result  would  necessarily 
follow.  Unless  such  employees  would  have  remained  with 
respondent  for  some  length  of  time,  ascertainable  with  rea- 
sonable certainty,  had  the  opportunity  not  been  offered  them 
of  taking  service  with  the  Sanitary  Laundry  Company,  there 
would  be  no  definite  basis  for  charging  the  increased  wages 
paid  to  fill  their  places  to  appellant  It  appears  that  they 
were  working  for  respondent  by  the  week.  It  was  their  right 
at  the  end  of  any  week  to  terminate  the  service. 
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IX. 

The  further  point  is  made  that  there  was  no  proper  basis 
shown  for  charging  appellant  in  the  contempt  proceedings 
with  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  respondent  therein, 
because  no  actual  loss  was  shown.  That  matter  is  governed 
by  the  statute  (sec.  3490,  Stats.  1898),  which  provides  that: 

"If  an  actual  loss  or  injury  has  been  produced  to  any  party 
by  the  misconduct  alleged  the  court  shall  order  a  sufficient 
sum  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to  such  party  to  indemnify 
him  and  to  satisfy  his  costs  and  expenses,  instead  of  imposing 
a  fine  upon  such  defendant.  .  .  .  Where  no  such  actual  loss 
or  injury  has  been  produced  the  fine  shall  not  exceed  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  over  and  above  the  costs  and  ex- 
penses of  the  proceedings." 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  wording  of  the  statute  that  indem- 
nity refers  to  actual  loss,  but  that  the  imposition  of  costs  and 
expenses  does  not  depend  upon  there  being  such  loss.  With- 
out that  element,  under  the  rule  in  Emerson  v.  Huss,  127 
Wis.  215,  106  X.  W.  518,  a  fine  should  be  imposed  to  go  into 
the  school  fund  when  paid,  but  costs  and  expenses  follow  the 
conviction  just  the  same  as  if  there  was  actual  loss.  It  is 
considered  that  the  purpose  of  the  statute  is  that  such  costs 
and  expenses  shall  go  to  the  party  incurring  them.  That 
subject  was  not  involved  in  Emerson  v.  Huss,  supra.  In  a 
civil  contempt  proceeding  there  is  no  reason,  it  seems,  why 
the  costs  and  expenses  should  not  go  to  the  complainant  upon 
a  conviction  of  the  alleged  wrongdoer  the  same  in  one  case 
as  in  another.  The  party  making  the  expenditures  in  either 
is  the  complainant.  Therefore,  if  they  are  to  be  paid  at  all 
by  the  wrongdoer  it  would  require  some  unmistakable  lan- 
guage in  the  statute  to  warrant  holding  that  they  constitute 
a  part  of  and  follow  the  fine  proper.  True,  the^ords  of  the 
statute  "the  fine  shall  not  exceed  two  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars over  and  above  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  proceedings" 
rather  suggest  that  the  fine,  in  the  whole,  includes  the  costs 
and  expenses,  but  the  ascertainment  of  those  elements  is 
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plainly  contemplated,  the  purpose  being,  it  is  thought,  that  it 
is  the  net  fine  only,  as  in  other  cases,  which  shall  go  to  the 
43chool  fund,  and  that  the  balance,  as  in  such  cases,  shall  go  to 
reimburse  the  party  making  the  expenditure.  Sec.  2,  art.  X, 
Const. ;  State  v.  De  Lano,  80  Wis.  259,  49  N.  W.  808. 

The  supreme  court  of  Michigan  in  considering  its  statute 
corresponding  to  our  sec.  3490,  Stats.  1898,  exclusive  of  the 
last  sentence,  in  Holland  v.  \Veed,  87  Mich.  584,  49  N.  W. 
877,  held  a  finding  of  actual  loss  to  be  indispensable  to  the 
imposition  on  the  wrongdoer,  for  the  complainant's  benefit, 
of  the  latter's  costs  and  expenses  in  the  proceedings.  It  seems, 
however,  that  such  conclusion  was  arrived  at  without  refer- 
ence to  a  companion  statute,  which  is  substantially  identical 
with  the  last  sentence  of  such  sec.  3490.  We  are  constrained 
not  to  follow  the  Michigan  decision.  It  seems  that  had  the 
court  there  construed  the  two  sections  together  a  different 
conclusion  would  have  been  reached. 

The  language  of  the  court's  findings  and  Judgment  is  "that 
as  punishment  for  his  said  misconduct,  the  said  August  W. 
Schmeling  do  .  .  .  pay  over  to  the  attorney  for  plaintiff  the 
said  sum  of  four  hundred  and  forty-nine  and  9-100  dollars 
($449.09),  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  for  its  actual  loss  and 
injury  .  .  .  and  to  satisfy  its  costs  and  expenses  arising  out 
of  such  misconduct  on  the  part  of  said  defendant."  The 
actual  loss  spoken  of  in  the  statute  is  such  as  an  action  will 
lie  for.  In  re  Pierce,  44  Wis.  411 ;  State  ex  rel.  Lanning  v. 
Lonsdale,  48  Wis.  348,  4  N.  W.  390.  That  of  course  does 
not  include  costs  and  expenses  of  prosecuting  the  contempt 
proceedings.  The  items  found  by  the  referee  and  included 
in  the  final  result  are  wholly  of  that  character.  So  no  sum 
should  have  been  awarded  to  the  respondent  as  for  indemnity. 
The  wording  of  the  final  order  and  judgment  in  that  regard 
is  irregular,  but  appellant  was  not  harmed,  because  he  was 
not  made  to  pay  a  sxmi  as  a  fine  in  addition  to  costs  and  ex- 
penses. 
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It  is  earnestly  contended  that  the  sum  awarded  for  costs 
and  expenses  is  excessive.  It  seems  large,  but  we  are  un- 
able to  discover  that  it  includes  anything  but  what  is  legiti- 
mate, if  counsel's  fees  are  recoverable,  and  no  objection  ap- 
pears to  be  made  on  that  ground.  It  would  seem  that  in  har- 
mony with  Wis.  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  Bank  v.  Dumer,  114  Wis. 
369,  90  X.  W.  435,  they  should  be  held  proper  matters  of  ex- 
pense. Though  the  counsel  fees  there  dealt  with  related  to 
the  dissolution  of  an  injunction,  why  such  expenditures  are 
legitimate  recoverable  expenses  in  one  case  and  not  in  the 
other  is  not  perceived.  In  many  jurisdictions,  and  we  think 
by  the  weight  of  authority,  such  expenditures  are  recoverable 
in  a  proceeding  of  this  sort  where  the  statute  provides  gen- 
erally for  recovery  of  expenses.  4  Ency.  PL  &  Pr.  807,  note 
3 ;  9  Cya  55,  note  5 ;  State  ex  rel.  Curtis  v.  Durein,  46  Kan. 
695,  27  Pac.  148 ;  Stahl  v.  EHel,  62  Fed.  920.  The  holdings 
are  somewhat  in  conflict  on  this  subject,  but  we  think  that 
the  better  view  is  the  one  we  adopt  here.  The  items  making 
up  the  amount  allowed  as  coimsel's  fees  were  testified  to  by 
respondent  in  detail,  both  as  to  necessity  for  the  services  and 
reasonableness  of  the  charges,  and  his  evidence  was  supported 
by  considerable  other  evidence  and  there  was  no  opposition 
thereto.  We  are  imable  to  see  with  sufficient  clearness  that 
any  item  is  exorbitant  for  the  service  rendered  or  that  the 
labor  was  not  reasonably  necessary,  to  warrant  us  in  disre- 
garding the  uncontroverted  evidence  and  the  deliberate  judg- 
ment of  the  trial  court. 

The  foregoing  covers  all  matters  that  seem  to  require  spe- 
cial mention  in  this  opinion.  ^ 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  in  the  action  so  far  as  it 
awards  $74  damages  to  the  respondent  is  modified  by  striking 
out  such  award,  and  as  so  modified  it  is  affirmed.  The  final 
order  and  judgment  in  the  contempt  proceedings  is  affirmed, 
as  are  all  orders  specially  appealed  from.  Costs  are  allowed 
to  the  appellant  to  the  extent  of  clerk's  fees  only. 
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CoMPTY,   by   guardian  ad   litem.  Respondent,   vs.    C.   H. 
Staeke  Dredge  &  Dock  Company,  Appellant. 

Octolier  IS — Novemher  7,  1906, 

Streets:  Deposit  of  huUding  materials:  Others  using  the  place  not 
trespassers:  Child  watching  pile  driver:  Personal  injury:  Neg- 
ligence: Contributory  negligence  of  parent. 

1.  The  lawful  deposit  of  building  material  in  a  street,  obstructing 

travel  thereon  to  some  extent,  does  not  render  others  using  that 
portion  of  the  street  trespassers,  nor  absolve  the  person  deposit- 
ing the  material  from  the  duty  of  ordinary  care  not  to  injure 
them. 

2.  A  small  boy  who  had  for  a  short  time  been  sitting  upon  building 

material  in  a  street  watching  a  pile  driver  on  the  adjoining  lot 
was  not  a  trespasser  so  as  to  absolve  the  contractor  driving  the 
piles  from  the  duty  of  ordinary  care  toward  him. 

3.  Evidence  that  a  pile  which  was  being  driven  by  defendant  near 

a  street  had  been  broken  in  two  or  three  places  by  the  pile 
driver  so  that  another  blow  might  well  cause  one  of  the  pieces 
to  fly  out  of  place;  that  such  breakage  was  obvious  to  those  in 
charge  of  the  work;  and  that  they  caused  or  permitted  another 
blow  to  be  given,  whereupon  a  section  of  the  pile  flew  out  and 
fell  upon  the  plaintiff  in  the  street,  is  held  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  verdict  finding  defendant  guilty  of  negligence. 

4.  Upon  evidence  showing,  among  other  things,  that  a  boy  about 

three  years  old  had  been  given  his  lunch  in  the  kitchen;  tliat 
his  mother,  who  earned  her  own  living  and  cared  for  her  fam- 
ily, then  turned  to  her  housework  in  another  room;  that  during 
the  fifteen  or  twenty  minutes  following  the  boy  went  into  the 
back  yard,  thence  into  the  street  in  front  and  around  two  cor- 
ners to  a  place  about  a  block  and  a  half  away,  where  a  pile 
driver  was  at  work,  and  there  was  injured;  and  that  the  mother 
had  never  known  the  boy  to  go  to  that  place  before — it  is  held 
that  the  mother  could  not  be  declared,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to 
have  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  care  of  the  child. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Lawrence  W.  Halsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed. 

Defendant  was  engaged  by  contract  in  the  driving  of  foun- 
dation piles  within  the  limits  of  property  of  its  employer  at 
the  southeast  comer  of  Michigan  and  Jefferson  streets  in  Mil- 
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waukee,  and  for  that  purpose  had  a  number  of  piles  scattered 
along  opposite  said  property  upon  the  easterly  side  of  Jeffer- 
son street  People  were  in  the  habit  of  passing  along  such 
street,  and  children  were  often  present,  either  in  passing  or 
in  play.  While  defendant  was  engaged  in  driving  a  pile, 
the  plaintiff,  aged  two  years  and  ten  months,  in  company  with 
two  other  boys,  was  seated  upon  one  of  the  logs  within  the 
limits  of  the  street,  and  had  been  from  five  to  fifteen  minutes, 
^according  to  varying  testimony.  Soon  after  commencing  to 
drive  the  pile,  at  the  second  or  third  stroke  or  later,  the  pile 
broke  transversely  in  two  or  three  places,  such  breakage  be- 
ing apparent  to  observation.  Thereupon  another  blow  was 
struck,  whereupon  one  of  the  sections  of  the  broken  pile  flew 
out  of  the  pile  driver  and  fell  upon  the  plaintiff,  causing  him 
severe  injury.  In  an  action  for  damages  charging  negligence 
of  the  defendant,  a  general  verdict  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  after  overruling  motion  for  nonsuit  and  for  di- 
rection of  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  After  denial 
•of  motion  for  a  new  trial,  judgment  was  rendered  upon  the 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  from  which  the  defendant 
brings  this  appeal. 

C  H.  Van  Alstvne,  for  the  appellant,  contended,  inter  alia, 
that,  the  piles  being  lawfully  in  the  street,  the  space  occupied 
by  them  was  withdrawn  from  public  use.  Friedman  v.  Snare 
4&  T.  Co.  71  K  J.  Law,  605,  61  Atl.  401.  The  plaintiff  be- 
ing a  trespasser,  he  had  no  legal  right  that  could  be  infringed 
by  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  as  distinguished 
from  intentional  injury.  Felton  v.  Aubrey,  43  U.  S.  App. 
278,  291;  Bolin  v.  C,  SL  P.,  M.  &  0.  R.  Co,  108  Wis.  333, 
348.  Defendant  owed  no  greater  duty  to  plaintiff  because 
he  was  a  child  than  if  he  had  been  an  adult.  Felton  v.  Avr 
Irey,  43  U.  S.  App.  278 ;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Beav- 
ers, 113  Ga.  398,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  n.  s.  646,  54  L.  R. 
A.  314,  39  S.  E.  82 ;  Dobbins  v.  Mo.,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  91  Tex. 
€0,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R  Gas.  n.  s,  179 ;  Hargreaves  v.  Deacon, 
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25  Mich.  1;  Stendal  v.  Boyd,  73  Minn.  53,  75  N.  W.  735^ 
Clark  V.  Manchester,  62  N.  H.  577 ;  Qrindley  v.  McKechnie, 
163  Mass.  494,  40  N.  E.  764.  There  was  no  implied  invita- 
tion to  sit  on  the  piles.  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  jB.  Co.  v.  Beav- 
ers, 113  Ga.  398,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  n.  s.  646,  656-658, 
and  cases  there  cited;  Busse  v.  Bogers,  120  Wis.  443,  9& 
N.  W.  219 ;  Stendal  v.  Boyd,  73  Minn.  53,  75  N.  W.  735 ; 
Byan  v.  Towar,  128  Mich.  463,  87  N.  W.  644.  No  one  is 
bound  to  watch  for  trespassers.  Masser  v.  C,  B.  I.  &  P.  B. 
Co.  68  Iowa,  602,  27  N.  W.  779,  note.  The  right  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  street,  assuming  that  the  place  where  he  sat 
had  not  been  withdrawn  from  public  use,  was  the  right  to 
pass  and  repass  at  his  pleasure  for  the  purpose  of  Intimate 
travel  and  for  no  other  purpose.  Adanis  v.  Bivers,  11  Barb. 
390,  392,  393;  Harrison  v.  Duke  of  Butland  (1893)  L.  R. 
1  Q.  B.  Div.  142;  State  v.  Buckner,  1  Phill.  Law  (N.  C.) 
558;  Stinson  v.  Gardiner,  42  Me.  248;  Tighe  v.  Lowell,  119 
Mass.  472;  Hurst  v.  Salem,  121  Mass.  294;  Stickney  v.  Sor 
lem,  3  Allen,  374. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Yilas,  Vilas  & 
Freeman,  and  oral  argument  by  E.  P.  Vilas.  They  cited 
Beed  v.  Madison,  83  Wis.  171;  Meibus  v.  Dodge,  38  Wis. 
300 ;  Busse  v.  Bogers,  120  Wis.  443 ;  Delaney  v.  M.  &  St.  P. 
B.  Co.  33  Wis.  67  ;Hogan  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  59  Wis» 
139;  Towrdey  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  53  Wis.  626;  Davis 
V.  C.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  58  Wis.  646 ;  Whalen  v.  C.  &  N.  ^Y.  B. 
Co.  75  Wis.  654;  Johnson  v.  L.  S.  T.  &  T.  Co.  86  Wis.  64^ 
Carmer  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  &  0.  B.  Co.  95  Wis.  513. 

Dodge,  J.  The  sole  assignment  of  error  is  upon  refusal 
to  order  nonsuit  or  to  direct  verdict  for  defendant,  which  rests 
upon  the  contentions  that  no  negligence  was  proved  against 
it,  that  it  is  liable  only  for  gross  negligence,  and  that  contrib- 
utory negligence  was  established  against  plaintiff's  mother. 
Of  course,  as  appellant  argues,  mere  carelessness  is  not 
ground  of  liability,  unless  a  breach  of  some  duty  to  others 
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and  committed  under  sudi  circumstances  as  to  render  injury 
to  the  person  or  rights  of  another  probable.  Every  one, 
however,  owes  a  duty  to  exercise  due  care  whenever  negli- 
gence is  likely,  to  the  apprehension  of  an  ordinarily  intelli- 
gent and  prudent  person,  to  injure  another  in  his  lawful 
rights.  There  is  abundant  evidence  of  the  frequent  presence 
in  Jefferson  street,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant's  opera- 
tives, of  people  passing  or  pausing  there  in  such  proximity 
to  the  pile  driver  as  to  be  in  peril  from  flying  portions  of 
piles,  should  they  break.  Hence  the  reasonable  anticipation 
of  some  injury  from  such  an  event  might  by  the  jury  have 
been  found.  But,  appellant  argues,  no  duty  rested  upon  de- 
fendant toward  such  people,  except  to  refrain  from  gross  neg- 
ligence, for  they  were  trespassers;  and  this  because,  by  the 
exercise  of  defendant's  lawful  right  to  place  in  the  street 
building  materials  inconsistent  with  occupation  thereof  for 
travel,  it  had  temporarily  ceased  to  be  subject  to  such  latter 
use.  True,  some  limited  right  in  the  lotowner  to  incumber 
an  adjoining  street  with  building  materials  is  recognized. 
HundJiauaen  v.  Bond,  36  Wis.  29 ;  Baymond  v.  Keseherg,  84 
Wis.  302,  54  N.  W.  612.  The  exercise  of  such  right  does 
not,  however,  transpose  the  street  into  private  property.  It 
is  merely  one  of  the  lawful  uses  of  the  space  as  a  public 
street,  and  is  in  deference  to  the  rights  of  others  to  make  all 
lawful  use  thereof.  Baymond  v,  Keseherg,  supra;  Van 
O'Linda  v.  Lothrop,  21  Pick.  292.  The  presence  of  a  vehi- 
cle in  the  street,  while  entirely  lawful,  is  not  exclusive  of  the 
right  of  another  to  be  there,  nor  does  such  lawfulness  absolve 
the  owner  from  the  duty  of  due  care  toward  the  other.  Why 
should  lawfulness  of  building  materials  have  any  greater  ef- 
fect? We  cannot  at  all  agree  with  the  proposition  that,  be- 
cause defendant  had  placed  some  materials  within  the  limits 
of  Jefferson  street,  all  others  using  the  street  were  trespass- 
ers, nor  that  defendant  was  absolved  from  the  general  duty 
of  ordinary  care  toward  them. 

At  this  point  counsel  further  insists  that,  whatever  may 
Vol.  129  —  40 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


C26  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Nov. 

CJompty  V.  C.  H.  Starke  Dredge  &  Dock  Co.  129  Wis.  622. 

be  true  as  to  a  traveler,  one  using  the  street  otherwise  than 
for  persistent  travel  is  unlawfully  using  it,  and  therefore  a 
trespasser,  and  contends  that  one  standing  in  the  street  from 
motives  of  curiosity,  or  a  child  using  the  street  for  purposes 
of  play,  is  within  the  application.  He  cites  cases  denying 
liability  of  municipalities  to  nontravelers  and  the  defini- 
tions of  travel  there  announced;  but  such  cases  present  lit- 
tle analogy,  for  they  go  upon  a  strict  construction  of  the  stat- 
ute imposing  municipal  liability,  and,  while  holding  that  one 
must  be  a  traveler  in  order  to  have  the  benefit  of  such  statute, 
by  no  means  decide  that  every  other  person  is  unlawfully 
within  the  street  or  a  trespasser.  Reed  v.  Madison,  83  Wis. 
171, 177,  53  N.  W.  647.  It  is  settled  that  one  is  not  an  out- 
law merely  because  engaged  in  an  unlawful  act  within  the 
street,  but  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  recover  for  an  injury  to 
which  the  unlawfulness  of  his  own  act  has  no  proximate 
causal  relation.  Sutton  v.  Wauwatosa,  29  Wis.  21.  High- 
ways are  devoted  to  all  such  uses  as  are  ordinarily  made  of 
them,  and  we  are  not  prepared  to  declare  that  standing  there- 
in to  study  a  show  window,  or  to  discuss  business  or  politics, 
may  not  to  a  reasonable  extent  be  within  the  traditional  uses 
of  the  public  street  The  question  of  the  use  of  the  streets 
by  children  is  so  fully  discussed  in  Busse  v.  Rogers,  120  Wis. 
443,  98  N.  W.  219,  that  little  need  be  added.  Children, 
since  long  prior  to  the  dedication  of  any  of  our  streets,  have 
used  public  places  for  play  and  satisfaction  of  their  childish 
instincts  and  propensities.  Such  fact  is  known  of  all  men, 
is  involved  in  the  use  for  which  streets  are  dedicated,  and  is 
and  must  be  taken  into  account  by  ordinarily  prudent  and 
humane  persons  in  the  regulation  of  their  conduct.  Meibiis 
V.  Dodge,  38  Wis.  300;  Johnson  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  49 
Wis.  529,  5  N.  W.  886;  Hemmingway  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  72  Wis.  42,  50,  37  N.  W.  804.  It  is  difficult  to  discover 
any  respect  in  which  appellant's  contention  is  not  directly 
refuted  by  Johnson  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.     There  a  little  boy 
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was  playing  upon  defendant's  tracks  at  a  street  crossing.  The 
tracks  were  lawfully  there.  The  court  nevertheless  held  that, 
although  yielding  to  childish  impulse  the  boy  had  stopped  to 
play,  he  was  lawfully  in  the  street,  and  the  defendant  owed 
him  the  duly  of  due  care  in  operating  its  trains,  and  was  lia- 
ble for  failure  therein. 

Appellant's  principal  reliance  is  upon  Friedman  v.  Snare 
d  T.  Co.  71  K  J.  Law,  605,  61  AtL  401,  and  Pueschell 
V.  Kansas  City  W.  &  I.  Works,  79  Mo.  App.  469.  These 
cases,  while  in  ultimate  decision  perhaps  distinguishable  from 
Bxisse  V.  Rogers,  supra,  rest  largely  on  reasoning  quite  in 
conflict  with  our  views  as  there  expressed,  and  we  should 
hesitate  to  accord  them  full  force  as  authority.  They  are, 
however,  so  clearly  distinguished  from  the  case  at  bar  as  to 
be  of  little  significance.  In  both  the  injury  was  caused  by 
the  material  itself,  which  had  been  piled  in  the  street,  and 
was  immediately  induced  by  acts  of  the  injured  person  in 
tampering  with  or  climbing  upon  the  piled-up  beams.  The 
trespass  there  declared  to  exist  was  trespass  upon  the  per- 
sonal property,  and  the  holding  was  that  one  lawfully  placing 
material  in  the  street  owed  no  duly  to  make  such  materials 
safe  as  playthings.  In  the  present  case  the  material  in  the 
street  had  nothing  to  do  with  causing  the  injury.  Its  pres- 
■ence  is  merely  invoked  to  convict  plaintiff  of  trespass  in  be- 
ing at  the  place  where  he  was  injured  by  acts  of  defendant 
in  operating  its  pile  driver  claimed  to  be  negligent.  We  can 
discover  no  reason  to  avert  the  conclusion  that  defendant 
owed  towards  persons  lawfully  in  the  street  the  duty  of  due 
care  in  operating  its  pile  driver,  and  that  plaintiflPs  presence 
was  not  imlawful  imder  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  most  favorable  to  him. 

Appellant's  contention  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 
negligence  in  operating  the  pile  driver  cannot  be  sustained. 
Three  witnesses  testified  that  at  the  penultimate  stroke  of  the 
lianuner  the  pile  broke  transversely  in  two  or  three  places, 
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80  as  to  make  obvious  that  another  blow  might  well  cause  one 
or  other  of  the  segments  to  fly  out  of  place.  This  breakage 
was  plainly  obvious  to  witnesses  twenty  to  fifty  feet  away. 
Defendant's  foreman,  whose  duty  was  to  signal  the  engineer 
as  to  frequency  and  force  of  the  blows,  stood  but  three  or 
four  feet  away  from  the  pile,  looking  directly  at  it.  The 
engineer  was  located  but  ten  or  fifteen  feet  from  the  pile,  also 
watching  it  at  each  stroke  of  the  hammer.  The  inference 
was  entirely  reasonable  that  they  saw  what  was  obvious  to 
their  eyes.  If,  knowing  the  breakage,  the  foreman  permit- 
ted or  the  engineer  caused  the  additional  blow,  we  deem  the 
inference  of  negligence  entirely  legitimate  within  the  jury's 
province. 

Upon  the  issue  of  contributory  negligence  of  plaintiff's 
mother  the  evidence  tends  to  show  that  she  lived  in  a  house 
something  more  than  a  block  and  a  half  from  the  place  of 
injury,  and  aroimd  two  street  comers ;  that  she  was  a  woman 
who  earned  her  own  living  as  a  nurse,  and  had  the  care  of 
the  housekeeping  for  her  family,  consisting  of  her  mother^ 
an  adult  brother,  herself,  and  three  children;  that  she  had 
never  known  the  plaintiff  to  go  where  the  pile  driver  was  at 
work;  that  on  the  day  in  question  her  brother  was  sick  in 
bed,  and  she  was  engaged  with  her  Saturday  house-cleaning; 
that  she  gave  plaintiff  his  lunch  in  the  kitchen,  which  had  a 
door  leading  to  the  back  yard  that  was  nc*t  locked;  that  after 
giving  him  his  lunch  she  turned  to  her  work  in  another  room 
and  was  out  of  sight  only  fifteen  or  twenty  minutes  when  she 
learned  of  his  injury.  To  reach  this  plaee  of  danger  he 
must  have  gone  from  the  kitchen  into  the  back  yard,  thence 
into  the  street  in  front,  and  around  by  the  Streets  to  the  place 
of  injury.  We  think  that  the  ordinary  mother  of  a  family, 
under  these  circumstances,  would  be  very  much  surprised  to 
learn  that  «he  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  care  of 
an  approxiittiately  three-year-old  child.  Certainly  the  faet  of 
such  negligence  is  not  dear  enou^  to  be  declared  as  mat- 
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ter  of  law.  Johnson  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  49  Wis.  529,  5 
K  W.  886;  Hoppe  v.  C,  M.  &  8L  P.  B.  Co.  61  Wis.  35T, 
21  K  W.  227;  HoUridge  v.  Mendenhalh  108  Wis.  1,  88 
N.  W.  1109 ;  Decker  v.  McSorley,  111  Wis.  91,  86  N.  W. 
554. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmeii 


GuAEDiANSHip  OP  Tank  and  another. 

October  IS^Novemher  7,  1906, 

<fuardian8hip  of  minors:  Fitnesa  of  mother:  Request  of  deceased 
father  for  appointment  of  another. 

1.  Upon  the  applieation  by  the  mother  of  minors,  after  the  death 

of  their  father,  to  be  appointed  their  general  guardian,  it  ap- 
peared that  about  twelve  years  before,  while  the  wife  of  their 
father,  she  had  been  unfaithful  to  her  marriage  vow;  that  her 
conduct  had  been  condoned  by  her  husband,  to  whom  she  con- 
fessed, and  that  their  marital  relations  continued  thereafter 
for  about  a  year  and  a  half,  when  she  procured  a  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  cruelty;  and  that  she  had  married  again,  but  had  no 
other  children.  A  referee  found  that  ever  since  the  transgres- 
sion mentioned  she  had  lived  a  virtuous  and  blameless  life  in 
that  respect,  and  that  she  was  a  suitable  person  to  have  the 
care  of  her  children.  Held,  that  her  former  conduct  was  not 
of  itself  sufficient  to  render  her  unfit  to  be  the  guardian,,  and 
that,  imder  all  the  facts  and  circumstances,  there  was  no  error 
in  appointing  her  in  preference  to  a  brother  of  the  deceased 
father. 

2.  Although  the  request  of  the  parent  having  the  custody  of  minor 

children  as  to  their  guardianship  after  his  death  should  be 
given  weight  by  the  courts,  it  will  not  necessarily  control  in  de- 
termining the  question  of  suitableness  as  between  the  person 
80  designated  and  the  surviving  parent. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county:  Wabbeist  D.  Tabbant,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 
This  is  a  proceeding  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian 
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for  two  minor  children.  The  petitioner  and  the  father  of 
the  children  were  husband  and  wife  from  1892  to  1895. 
Petitioner  in  1895  secured  a  divorce  because  of  the  husband's 
failure  to  support  her  and  because  of  his  cruel  and  inhuman 
treatment.  It  appears  that  the  mother  was  at  the  time  of 
the  divorce  without  means,  and  that  the  father  had  threat- 
ened not  to  pay  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children  if  they 
were  taken  from  him.  Under  these  circumstances  the  care 
and  custody  of  the  children  was  given  to  the  father,  but  the 
mother  was  given  the  right  to  visit  them.  This  she  did  very 
regularly  as  long  as  the  children  remained  in  Milwaukee, 
where  the  mother  has  been  since  the  divorce.  Both  parties 
again  married.  The  mother,  who  has  no  other  children,  is 
now  living  with  her  second  husband.  After  his  second  mar- 
riage the  father  lived  most  of  the  time  in  New  York  city. 
He  died  July  11,  1905,  his  second  wife  having  died  previ- 
ously. Some  time  before  the  father's  death  the  children  were 
brought  back  to  Milwaukee,  and  shortly  after  the  death  the 
mother  instituted  these  proceedings  for  her  appointment  as 
general  guardian  of  their  persons. 

An  issue  was  raised  by  the  answer  of  the  appellants  to  the 
petition.  This  answer  was  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-petition, 
and  asked  for  the  appointment  of  Otto  J.  Tank  as  general 
guardian.  The  mother  filed  a  reply,  and  the  matter  was  re- 
ferred to  a  court  commissioner  as  referee.  The  answer  to 
the  mother's  petition  alleges  that  the  mother  is  an  unfit  per- 
son to  have  the  care  and  custody  of  the  children.  It  is  al- 
leged that  her  unfitness  is  shoi^  by  the  fact  that  she  sus- 
tained immoral  relations  with  a  roomer  at  their  house  about 
a  year  and  a  half  before  the  divorce,  that  she  is  not  a  good 
housekeeper,  and  that  her  home  is  not  a  fit  place  for  the  chil- 
dren. It  is  further  claimed  that  she  has  not  a  mother's  af- 
fection for  the  children,  that  she  was  cruel  and  inhuman  in 
her  treatment  of  the  father  of  the  children,  and  that  she  is 
irreligious.     Otto  J.  Tank,  one  of  the  petitioners  in  the  cross- 
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petition,  is  a  brother  of  the  father  of  the  children,  and  sets 
up  that  he  has  been  married  for  four  years,  and  that  he  and 
his  wife  have  no  children;  that  they  are  warmly  attached 
to  the  children,  and  are  regular  attendants  at  the  Lutheran 
church,  which  was  the  church  the  father  of  the  children  at- 
tended ;  that  they  have  ample  means  to  support  and  educate 
the  children  without  impairing  the  estate  left  them  by  their 
father;  and  that  the  father,  knowing  that  his  death  was  near, 
wrote  to  him,  asking  him  to  be  appointed  administrator  of 
his  estate  and  guardian  of  his  children,  and  to  be  a  father  to 
the  boys.  He  now  asks  to  be  appointed  as  such  guardian. 
The  petitioner  in  her  reply  denies  the  allegations  of  the  cross- 
petition  which  allege  her  imfitness.  Both  parties  oflfer  to 
support  and  care  for  the  children  without  impairing  the  es- 
tate left  them  by  their  father  and  to  give  the  children  the 
religious  training  desired  by  the  father. 

The  referee  found  that  the  mother  was  a  fit  and  suitable 
person  to  have  the  care  and  custody  of  the  children,  that  the 
inamoral  relation  which  was  so  largely  the  basis  of  the  charge 
of  unfitness  had  continued  for  but  a  short  time,  that  it  had 
been  confessed  to  and  condoned  by  the  husband,  and  that  the 
petitioner  had  lived  a  virtuous  and  blameless  life  in  this  re- 
spect ever  since — a  space  of  over  twelve  years.  The  referee 
also  found  that  the  evidence  tending  to  sustain  the  charge 
that  petitioner  was  a  poor  housekeeper,  that  she  was  without 
a  mother's  affection  for  the  children,  that  her  home  was  not 
a  suitable  one  for  the  children,  and  that  she  and  her  present 
husband  do  not  live  in  peace  and  harmony,  but  constantly 
quarrel,  to  be  of  slight  probative  force,  and  that  these  charges 
were  untrue.  The  referee  reported  that  the  best  interests 
of  the  children  would  be  served  by  the  appointment  of  the 
mother  as  general  guardian.  The  findings  of  the  referee 
were  approved  by  the  circuit  court,  and  an  order  was  made 
accordingly.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  circuit 
court 
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For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Karmeberg  &  Co- 
chems,  and  oral  argument  by  Adolph  Kanneberg. 

For  the  respondent  (petitioner)  the  cause  was  submitted 
on  the  brief  of  A.  C.  Umbreit. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  controversy  in  the  proceeding  turned 
upon  ibe  point  of  the  mother^s  suitableness  to  have  the  cus- 
tody of  the  persons  of  the  two  children  and  the  care  of  their 
education.  Sec.  3964,  Stats.  1898.  The  natural  right  of 
the  parent  to  have  the  care  and  custody  of  her  children  is 
freely  conceded,  but  it  is  strenuously  contended  that  the  evi- 
dence adduced  clearly  shows  that  the  petitioner's  conduct  and 
character  and  her  condition  in  life  render  her  unfit  and  un- 
suitable to  be  intrusted  with  the  children's  care,  custody,  and 
education.  In  support  of  this  contention  reliance  is  mainly 
placed  upon  the  fact  that  She  was  guilty  of  and  confessed  to 
having  had  adulterous  relations  with  a  person  who  had  re- 
sided at  the  home  of  her  first  husband.  This  was  while  she 
was  living  as  his  wife  with  the  father  of  the  children  and 
about  a  year  and  a  half  before  she  was  divorced  from  him  in 
1895.  No  point  was  made  of  this  occurrence  in  the  divorce 
proceedings.  The  facts  that  petitioner  voluntarily  communi- 
cated her  incontinence  to  her  husband  shortly  after  its  occur- 
rence, that  he  condoned  her  transgression,  and  that  they  con- 
tinued their  marital  relations  for  a  year  and  a  half  before  the 
petitioner  instituted  the  divorce  proceedings,  probably  ex- 
plain why  no  allusion  was  made  to  this  occurrence  in  the  di- 
vorce action.  In  this  divorce  action  she  alleged  cruel  and 
inhuman  treatment  as  the  ground  for  divorce,  and  the  court 
found  it  to  be  established.  It  appeared  in  this  divorce  pro- 
ceeding that  petitioner  had  no  means  for  supporting  the  chil- 
dren, and  that  the  father  was  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  have 
their  custody,  care,  and  education,  and  that  he  was  able  to 
support  them.  No  finding  was  made  by  the  court  as  to  peti- 
tioner's fitness  or  unfitness  to  have  custody  of  them.     Under 
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the  judgment  in  this  action  the  children  were  in  the  father's 
care  and  custody  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  July  11,  1905. 

The  claim  that  petitioner's  unfaithfulness  in  the  respect 
charged  is  in  itself  sufficient  ground  to  render  her  unsuitable 
to  assume  the  trust  she  now  seeks  cannot  be  assented  to.  Such 
conduct  must  be  given  proper  weight  and  consideration,  and 
be  considered  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
of  the  case,  in  order  to  ascertain  her  present  fitness  to  assume 
the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  care,  custody,  and  edu- 
cation of  her  children. 

The  following  facts  are  material  and  bear  upon  this  in- 
quiry: The  unfaithfulness  charged  occurred  over  twelve 
years  before  this  proceeding  was  commenced.  She  resided 
for  a  year  and  a  half  thereafter  with  her  husband  as  his  wife, 
and  during  that  time  cared  for  these  children.  At  the  ex- 
piration of  this  period  she  instituted  a  divorce  action,  in 
which  her  husband  appeared,  but  in  which  he  made  no 
charges  of  this  nature.  Two  years  after  her  divorce  she  mar- 
ried Mr.  Meyer,  her  present  husband.  She  has  since  then 
lived  with  him  as  his  wife,  and  during  this  marriage  she 
has  been  faithful  to  her  marriage  vows,  and  has  performed 
her  duty  for  the  maintenance  of  a  proper  and  suitable  home. 
From  the  time  of  her  divorce  from  the  children's  father  she 
visited  them  while  they  resided  in  Milwaukee,  and  thereafter, 
by  speaking  of  them  to  friends  and  in  other  ways,  manifested 
a  solicitude  concerning  their  welfare,  and  evinced  that  she 
entertained  a  mother's  interest  in  and  affection  for  them. 
She  now  offers  to  care  for  them  at  tlie  expense  of  herself  and 
husband  in  her  own  home,  to  have  them  suitably  educated  in 
the  schools,  and  to  give  them  such  religious  instruction  as 
their  father  desired  they  should  receive.  Her  husband  joins 
in  her  request,  and  pledges  proper  and  adequate  support  to 
the  children  if  their  mother  be  appointed  their  guardian. 
The  referee  found  that  petitioner's  conduct  clearly  showed 
reformation  as  to  her  alleged  unchaste  disposition  and  such 
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a  reliant  probity  of  character  as  to  remove  any  claim  that  she 
is  now  unfit  in  this  respect  to  assume  full  charge  of  the  care 
and  eijjucation  of  the  children.  An  examination  of  the  rec- 
ord persuades  us  that  this  conclusion  is  well  supported  by 
the  evidence  and  must  be  approved.  Nor  do  we  find  that 
any  exception  can  be  sustained  to  the  court's  and  the  referee'a 
finding  to  the  effect  that  petitioner  is  possessed  of  acceptable 
accomplishments  as  a  housekeeper,  and  that  she  and  her  hus- 
band so  deport  themselves  in  their  family  life  as  to  render 
their  home  a  suitable  place  for  these  children  to  live. 

Much  stress  is  placed  on  the  father's  request  that  his 
brother  be  made  guardian  after  his  demise.  Courts  always 
attach  weight  to  such  a  request  of  departed  parents,  but  they 
are  not  bound  to  control  the  court  in  determining  the  ques- 
tion of  suitableness  between  the  person  so  designated  and 
those  who  sustain  the  parental  relationship  to  the  child.  The 
courts  have  always  recognized  the  sanctity  of  the  parental 
relation  and  the  parent's  right  to  the  care  and  custody  of 
the  children,  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  the  parent  is  an 
improper  and  incompetent  person  to  be  intrusted  with  them. 
In  considering  this  question  the  welfare  of  the  diild  is  al- 
ways to  be  kept  in  mind.  An  important  consideration  in  this 
respect  is  that  the  child  should  not  be  subjected  to  the  con- 
tempt and  derision  consequent  on  having  its  parent  declared 
to  be  an  unworthy  person,  imfit  to  care  for  and  nurture  him. 
Applying  these  considerations  to  the  situation  presented  by 
this  record,  we  do  not  find  sufficient  evidence  to  impeach  the 
referee's  and  the  court's  conclusion  to  warrant  the  inference 
that  their  judgment  is  not  well  foxmded,  and  to  sustain  the 
claim  that  the  court  erred  in  awarding  the  guardianship  to 
the  mother  and  in  denying  the  relief  prayed  for  by  appel- 
lants. 

By  the  Court — Order  affirmed. 
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AuEB,  Respondent,  vs.  Vahl  and  another,  Appellants. 
October  15— 'November  7,  1906, 

Landlord  and  tenant:  Duty  to  make  repairs:  Modification  of  lease: 
Abandonment  of  premises, 

"L  An  oral  agreement,  made  some  months  after  the  execution  of  a 
written  lease,  relating  to  the  making  by  the  lessor  of  certain 
specific  repairs  in  the  leased  building  is  held  to  have  been  sep- 
arate from  and  independent  of  the  lease  and  not  to  have  altered 
or  modified  a  provision  therein  that  the  lessee  should  make  all 
necessary  repairs  inside  the  premises. 

2.  Where  the  lessee  expressly  covenanted  to  make  all  necessary  re- 
pairs inside  of  the  leased  premises,  he  cannot  Justify  an  aban- 
donment of  the  lease  and  refusal  to  pay  rent  on  the  ground  of 
the  lessor's  failure  to  make  such  repairs. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  April  6,  1904,  the  plaintiff 
by  a  written  lease  leased  to  the  defendants  the  store  and  liv- 
ing rooms  in  the  rear  of  the  store  and  upper  rear  rooms  of 
the  premises  described  for  the  term  of  three  years  from  Au- 
gust 1,  1904,  at  the  monthly  rent  of  $35,  payable  on  the  1st 
day  of  each  month  during  the  term,  and  the  first  or  August 
payment  was  therein  made  payable  April  11,  1904,  and  was 
paid  on  that  day,  which  lease  contained  several  mutual  agree- 
ments or  covenants,  among  others  the  following: 

''It  is  mutually  agreed  and  imderstood  that  the  said  lessee 
shall  keep  the  said  premises  in  as  good  repair  as  the  same  are 
in  at  the  commencement  of  said  term,  reasonable  use  and 
wear  thereof  and  damage  by  accidental  fire  or  other  acci- 
dents, not  happening  through  the  neglect  of  said  lessee,  his 
agents  or  servants,  only  excepted.  It  is  mutually  agreed  and 
understood  that  the  said  lessor  shall  keep  the  outside  of  said 
premises  in  good  repair  and  whole,  and  the  said  lessee  shall 
make  all  necessary  repairs  inside  of  said  premises.'* 

And  further,  "it  is  mutually  agreed  and  understood  that 
the  said  lessee  shall  keep  the  glass  in  the  windows  and  doors 
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in  good  repair  and  whole,  damage  by  the  elements  only  ex- 
cepted." At  the  time  of  making  the  lease  the  premises  were 
occupied  by  other  persons  who  moved  out  the  latter  part  of 
July,  1904.  The  defendants  claim  that  the  premises  were 
then  in  bad  condition.  August  1,  1904,  the  defendants  wrote 
to  the  plaintiff  to  the  effect  that  if  he  was  willing  to  fit  up 
the  store  and  rooms  at  once  as  indicated  therein  at  a  cost  of 
$55  the  defendants  would  be  willing  to  pay  on  such  bill  $20, 
and  designated  the  name  of  a  person  who  would  do  the  work 
for  the  amount  stated.  August  6,  1904,  the  defendants 
again  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  that  they  could  not  understand 
why  he  did  not  let  the  contract  to  repair  the  store  and  rooms, 
and  urged  him  to  do  so.  August  11,  1904,  the  plaintiff 
wrote  to  the  defendants  to  the  effect  that  their  representative 
had  left  with  the  plaintiff  the  Thursday  before  the  key  to  the 
front  door  of  the  premises  which  they  leased  from  August  1, 
1904,  asking  the  plaintiff  to  fix  up  the  same,  and  further, 
that  "we  have  repapered  the  walls  of  the  store  and  the  living 
rooms  in  the  rear,  and  painted  the  woodwork  in  the  store,  as 
well  as  in  the  rooms  and  the  store  front.  Will  you  kindly 
<jall  or  telephone  and  let  us  know  what  disposition  you  desire 
to  have  us  make  of  the  key,  which  will  be  at  your  office  to- 
morrow noon  ?" 

December  15,  1904,  the  plaintiff  commenced  this  action. 
The  complaint  alleges  two  causes  of  action,  one  to  the  effect 
that  the  defendants  had  voluntarily  and  without  cause  aban- 
doned the  premises  on  or  about  August  12,  1904,  and  had 
not  paid  the  rent  for  September,  October,  November,  and  De- 
cember, 1904,  amounting  to  $140,  except  that  the  plaintiff 
had  collected  from  other  parties  as  and  for  rent  of  certain 
portions  of  the  premises  for  those  months  $72,  leaving  a  bal- 
ance of  $68,  for  which  he  prayed  judgment.  For  a  second 
cause  of  action  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants 
agreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  $20  mentioned  for  calcimin- 
ing,  painting,  and  papering  certain  rooms  upon  the  premises, 
and  also  demanded  judgment  for  $20. 
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The  defendants  answered  and  admitted  the  making  of  the 
lease  and  the  failure  to  pay  rent  during  the  four  montha 
mentioned,  and  that  the  premises  were  in  good  condition  and 
repair  at  the  time  the  lease  was  made,  but  denied  that  they 
abandoned  the  premises  without  cause,  and  alleged  in  effect 
that  the  former  tenants  had  left  the  premises  in  an  unfit  con- 
dition for  tenancy,  and  that  thereupon  they  had  notified  the 
plaintiff  that  they  would  not  retain  possession  amless  the 
premises  were  put  in  good  repair,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
failed  and  neglected  to  repair  as  requested  by  the  defendants. 
The  defendants  further  answered  by  way  of  coimterdaim, 
and  claimed  $200  damages  for  such  failure  of  the  plaintiff 
to  repair  the  premises  as  requested,  with  which  the  plaintiff 
took  issue. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  $68  for  loss  of  rent  as  mentioned,  and  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  the  question  as  to  the  defendants'  liability 
for  the  $20  mentioned.  The  jury  found  that  the  defendants 
were  not  liable  for  the  $20,  but  only  for  the  $68.  From  the 
judgment  entered  thereon  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $68 
and  costs  the  defendants  appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  McElroy,  Each- 
weiler  &  Wetzler,  and  oral  argument  by  8.  F.  Wetzler. 

Joseph  0.  Hirschberg,  iar  the  respondent. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  The  jury  found  that  the  defendants 
were  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  $20  which  the  defend- 
ants had  offered  in  August,  1904,  to  contribute  in  oase  the 
plaintiff  would  make  certain  repairs.  That  eliminates  from 
the  case  all  question  as  to  the  plaintiff's  second  cause  of  ac- 
tion. 

The  error  assigned  and  relied  upon  is  that  the  court  in- 
iStructed  the  jury  to  render  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  the  loss  of  rent  amounting  to  $68.  This  ruling  was  evi- 
dently based  upon  the  groimd  that  it  appeared  from  the  un- 
disputed evidence  that  the  defendants  had  voluntarily  aban- 
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doned  the  premises  without  cause ;  and  hence,  under  the  writ- 
ten lease,  they  were  liable  for  the  rent  which  they  had  therein 
-agreed  to  pay.  It  is  conceded  in  the  answer  that  the  prem- 
ises were  in  good  condition  and  repair  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  written  lease.  As  indicated  in  the  foregoing 
statement,  the  plaintiff  was  only  to  **keep  the  outside  of  said 
premises  in  good  repair  and  whole,"  and  the  defendants 
therein  expressly  covenanted  and  agreed  to  "make  all  neces- 
sary repairs  inside  of  said  premises"  and  to  '^eep  the  glass 
in  the  windows  and  doors  in  good  repair  and  whole"  and  the 
premises  in  good  repair.  There  is  no  claim  that  the  plaintiff 
breached  such  written  lease,  nor  that  by  the  express  terms  of 
the  written  lease  the  defendants  were  not  bound  to  "make  all 
necessary  repairs  inside  of  said  premises."  The  claim  is 
that  the  plaintiff  breached  an  alleged  oral  agreement  made 
four  months  after  the  execution  of  the  written  lease.  It  is 
said  that  when  such  oral  "agreement  was  made  a  new  element 
was  injected  into  the  contract  of  leasing,  viz.,  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  lessor  to  make  certain  repairs,  and  from  that 
time  on  the  lease  must  be  treated  as  though  the  agreement 
were  expressly  incorporated  and  stated  in  it."  We  find  no 
evidence  to  support  such  contention.  Neither  the  answer 
nor  the  letters  of  the  defendants  make  mention  or  reference 
to  any  alteration  or  modification  of  the  written  lease.  The 
oral  agreement  or  attempted  agreement  relating  to  certain 
specified  repairs  was  entirely  separate  and  independent  of 
the  written  lease.  It  was  the  basis  of  a  separate  and  inde- 
pendent cause  of  action  in  the  complaint,  and  so  treated  by 
the  defendants  and  the  trial  court  On  the  undisputed  evi- 
dence we  must  hold  that  the  written  lease  was  never  altered 
nor  modified. 

As  the  case  stands  the  defendants  are  seeking  to  justify 
their  abandonment  of  the  premises  and  refusal  to  pay  rent 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  do  what  they 
themselves  had  expressly  covenanted  and  agreed  to  do.    It  is 
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^ell  settled  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  secret  defect  or  deceit 
or  warranty  or  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  to  re- 
pair, the  tenant  takes  the  leased  premises  in  the  condition 
they  happen  to  be  in  at  the  time  of  the  leasing.  Cole  v.  Mc- 
Key,  66  Wis.  600,  505,  606,  29  N.  W.  279,  and  cases  there 
<5ited.  Among  the  cases  there  cited  is  Hart  v,  Windsor,  12 
M.  &  W.  68,  which  seems  to  be  directly  in  point  See,  also, 
Kvhn  V.  Sol.  Heavennch  Co.  116  Wis.  447,  91  N.  W.  994. 
There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  amount  of  rent  lost  by  the 
plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  covenants  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


4State  ex  rel.  Thompson,  Respondent,  vs.  Wblbes,  imp., 

Appellant. 

Octoher  15— November  7,  1906. 

Towns:  Employment  of  attorney  hy  the  year. 

The  general  proYlsion  in  sec.  773,  Stats.  1898,  authorizing  a  town 
*  "to  make  all  contracts  necessary  and  convenient  for  the  exer- 
cise of  its  corporate  powers,"  does  not  authorize  the  employ- 
ment of  an  attorney  hy  the  year,  thus  in  effect  creating  and 
filling  the  office  of  town  attorney, — since  the  specific'  provision 
of  sec.  776  relating  to  the  employment  of  attorneys  shows  clearly 
the  legislative  purpose  that  attorneys  should  be  employed  only 
for  specific  actions  pending  or  about  to  be  instituted. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
•<50unty :  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Mandamus  to  compel  the  supervisors  of  the  town  of  Lake 
in  Milwaukee  county  to  execute  a  certain  contract  The 
facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.  Pavl  Welbes,  one  of  the  su- 
pervisors, moved  to  quash  the  alternative  writ,  and  appealed 
:from  an  order  denying  such  motion. 
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For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Boden  &  Beuscher^ 
and  oral  argument  by  F.  X.  Boden. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  O'Connor, 
Schmitz  &  Wild,  attorneys,  and  J^red  Thompson,  Jr.,  in  pro. 
per.,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Thompson.  As  to  the  power 
of  the  electors  to  pass  the  resolution  in  question,  they  cited 
Vinceni  v.  Nantucket,  12  Cush.  103,  105 ;  Tuttle  v.  Weston, 
69  Wis.  151,  153,  154;  Fox  Lake  v.  Fox  Lake,  62  Wis.  486, 
489,  490;  Woodman  v.  Bohan,  91  Wis.  36,  37;  Staie  ex  rel. 
Mitchell  V.  Decatur,  58  Wis.  291,  295,  296;  ButtemvJt  v. 
O'Malley,  50  Wis.  329,  331;  State  ex  rel.  Manitowoc  v. 
County  Clerk,  59  Wis.  15,  17;  Cady  v.  Bailey,  95  Wis.  370, 
374. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  refusing 
to  quash  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus.  It  appears  by 
the  relation  and  alternative  writ  that  the  electors  of  the  town 
of  Lake  (one  of  the  coxmtry  towns  of  Milwaukee  county),  at 
the  annual  town  meeting  in  April,  1906,  passed  a  resolution 
purporting  to  direct  the  employment  of  an  attorney  for  the 
term  of  two  years  to  prosecute  and  defend  all  actions  in 
which  the  town  should  be  a  party  or  interested,  and  to  advise 
the  town  officers  on  legal  matters,  at  an  expense  of  not  more 
than  $500  per  annum,  payable  quarterly,  and  also  directing 
the  incoming  board  of  supervisors  to  make  a  contract  with 
the  relator  for  such  service  if  the  relator  so  agreed;  that  at 
the  first  meeting  of  the  new  board  of  supervisors  the  relator 
was  present  and  notified  the  board  in  writing  that  he  ac- 
cepted the  employment  and  also  submitted  a  form  of  con- 
tract signed  by  him  in  accordance  with  the  resolution,  and 
requested  that  the  board  execute  it,  which  they  refused  to  do. 
Thereupon  the  relator  sued  out  an  alternative  writ  of  mun- 
damns  requiring  the  board  to  exectrte  the  contract  or  fibow 
cause  to  the  contrary. 

Assuming,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case  only,  that  the  board 
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of  supervisors  may  be  compelled  by  maiidamvs  to  execute  a 
contract  which  the  electors  of  the  town  have  legally  directed 
them  to  make^  the  question  to  be  considered  and  decided  is 
whether  the  statute  expressly  or  impliedly  authorizes  the 
electors  of  a  town  to  direct  the  employment  of  an  attorney 
by  the  year. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  town  is  a  giio^i-corporation  only, 
with  limited  powers,  and  can  do  nothing  which  is  not  ex- 
pressly authorized  or  clearly  implied  from  authority  ex- 
pressly conferred  by  statute.  Eaton  v.  Manitowoc  Co.  44 
Wis.  489 ;  State  v.  Bayne,  100  Wis.  35,  75  N.  W.  403.  There 
are  but  two  statutory  provisions  which  have  any  material 
bearing  upon  the  power  to  make  the  contract  in  question. 
Sec.  773,  Stats.  1898,  relating  to  the  corporate  powers  of 
towns,  authorizes  a  town,  among  other  things,  "to  make  all 
contracts  necessary  and  convenient  for  the  exercise  of  its  cor- 
porate powers,"  and  sec  776,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that  the 
electors  of  any  town  at  the  annual  to.wn  meeting  shall  have 
power: 

"(2)  To  direct  the  institution  and  defense  of  all  actions 
in  which  the  town  is  a  party  or  interested ;  to  employ  all  nec- 
essary fegents  and  attorneys  for  the  prosecution  or  defense  of 
the  same,  and  raise  such  sums  of  money  for  that  purpose  as 
they  may  deem  proper." 

It  is  argued  that  a  contract  with  an  attorney  to  transact  the 
legal  business  of  a  town  by  the  year  is  a  contract  convenient, 
at  least,  for  the  exercise  of  the  corporate  powers,  and,  if  the 
provision  stood  alone,  the  argument  would  have  much  force ; 
but  it  does  not  stand  alone.  The  legislature  thought  best  to 
specifically  treat  the  subject  of  the  employment  of  attorneys 
by  the  electors  in  the  second  section  above  cited,  and  this  sec- 
tion is,  of  course,  controlling  over  mere  general  provisions* 
Careful  reading  of  this  last  provision  makes  it  clear  that  the 
legislative  purpose  was  that  the  electors  of  the  town  should 
have  power  to  employ  attorneys  to  prosecute  or  defend  actions 
Vol.  129—41 
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pending  or  about  to  be  instituted,  not  to  employ  an  attorney 
by  the  year.  The  attorney  was  to  be  employed  for  a  specific 
action  or  actions,  not  to  become  counsel  generally  for  the 
town.  Had  it  been  thought  necessary  that  a  town  should 
have  an  attorney  by  the  year,  the  natural  course  would  have 
been  to  provide  for  the  election  of  a  town  attorney  as  in  the 
case  of  villages  and  cities,  but  no  such  officer  has  been  pro- 
vided for  or  thought  necessary. 

The  resolution  in  question  seems  to  us  to  amount  substan- 
tially to  an  attempt  to  create  the  office  of  town  attorney  and 
to  fill  it  In  our  judgment  this  is  within  neither  the  express 
nor  the  implied  powers  of  the  town  meeting,  and  is  contrary 
to  the  legislative  policy,  as  clearly  expressed  in  the  statutes. 

Neither  the  appellant's  case  nor  brief  was  served  within 
the  timte  required  by  the  rules,  and  the  respondent  moved  at 
the  argument  for  the  imposition  of  the  penalty  prescribed 
by  Supreme  Court  Rule  46,  but  did  not  desire  a  continu- 
ance. No  reason  appears  why  the  penalty  should  not  be  im- 
posed, and  it  will  be  so  provided  in  the  mandate. 

By  the  Court. — Order  reversed,  and  action  remanded  with 
directions  to  quash  the  writ  and  dismiss  the  proceedings.  A 
penalty  of  $25  is  imposed  on  the  appellant  for  failure  to 
serve  the  case  and  brief  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
rules,  the  same  to  be  deducted  from  appellant's  costs  in  this 
court. 


Claek,  Respondent,  vs.  Slaughter  and  another,  Appellants. 

October  15— November  7,  1906. 

Oaming:  Recovery  of  money  lost:  Pleading:  Variance:  Waiver:  Evi- 
dence: Court  and  jury. 

1.  In  an  action  under  sec.  4532,  Stats.  1898,  the  complaint  alleged 
loss  of  money  to  defendants  at  roulette,  but  the  eyidence 
showed  Its  loss  at  another  game.  There  was  no  objection  to 
the  eridence  on  that  ground,  and  the  case  was  tried  through- 
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out  as  if  the  particular  means  by  which  the  money  was  lost 
was  not  material.  Held,  that  the  yariance  was  waived  and  that 
on  appeal,  so  far  as  necessary  to  sustain  the  judgment,  the  com- 
plaint will  be  treated  as  amended. 

2.  Evidence  showing,  among  other  things,  that  defendants  were  the 

proprietors  of  the  establishment  where  plaintiff  lost  his  money; 
that  apparently  the  persons  who  dealt  therein  with  plaintiff 
were  defendants'  employees;  that  the  money  lost  went  into  the 
drawer  of  the  table  at  which  the  games  were  played;  and  that 
at  the  close  of  business  it  was  taken  charge  of  by  one  of  the 
defendants,  is  held  sufficient  to  take  the  case  to  the  jury  on  the 
<luestion  whether  defendants  were  the  winners  of  plaintiff's 
money,  although  there  was  no  direct  evidence  that  the  persons 
who  attended  said  table  were  employee^  of  defendants. 

3.  Evidence  as  to  the  amount  of  money  lost  by  plaintiff,  though  not 

very  certain  as  to  the  precise  amount  lost  on  each  occasion  and 
not  wholly  consistent,  is  held  sufficiently  definite  to  enable  the 
jury  to  name  a  sum  which,  to  a  reasonable  certainty,  was  lost 
as  claimed. 

4.  The  complaint  contained  a  bill  of  particulars  of  specified  sums 

lost  on  specified  dates,  but  the  case  was  tried  and  evidence  of 
losses  given,  without  objection,  as  if  there  were  no  bill  of  par- 
ticulars. Held,  that  the  variance  was  waived  and  that  the  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff  was  not  excessive  merely  because  not  limited 
to  proven  items  from  the  bill  of  particulars. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Warben  D.  Tareant,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

Action  under  sec.  4532,  Stats.  1898,  to  recover  money  al- 
leged to  have  been  lost  at  gambling. 

The  complaint  stated  in  substance  this :  Defendants  during 
the  times  mentioned  were  copartners  in  operating  a  gambling 
house  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee.  Various  methods  of  gam- 
bling were  carried  on,  among  them  gambling  by  the  use  of 
a  roulette  wheel,  whereby  the  loss  went  to  the  defendants. 
Plaintiff  between  March  28,  1904,  and  March  10,  1905,  lost 
on  the  said  roulette  wheel  specified  sums  of  money  aggregat- 
ing $788.  Such  money  was  received  and  retained  by  the 
■defendants  though  a  return  thereof  before  suit  was  demanded. 

The  defendants  answered  by  a  general  denial. 

The  cause  was  submitted  to  the  jury  on  the  evidence  and 
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a  verdict  was  rendeced  in  plaintiflTs  favor  for  $748.  Mo- 
tions for  judgment  in  defendants'  favor  notwithstanding  the 
verdict  and  for  a  new  trial  were  made.  Both  motions  were 
denied  and  judgment  was  thereupon  rendered  in  plaintiffs 
favor.     Tbe  defendants  appealed. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Rvbin  dc  Zahel^ 
and  oral  argument  by  T7.  C  Zabel. 

Harry  M.  Silber,  for  the  respondent. 

M4BSHALL,  J.  It  is  said  by  appellants'  counsel  that  there 
was  a  fatal  variance  between  the  evidence  and  the  complaint 
The  gravamen  of  the  charge  was  that  during  the  time  men- 
tioned the  respondent  lost  a  8i)ecified  amount  of  money  to  the 
appellants  at  gambling.  There  was  ample  evidence  that  he 
so  lost  money  in  a  place  kept  by  defendants,  but  it  was  con- 
ceded that  the  loss  happened  while  he  was  playing  at  the 
gambling  game  of  craps  instead  of,  as  alleged,  on  a  roulette 
wheel.  There  was  no  objection,  however,  to  the  evidence  or 
the  submission  of  the  case  to  the  jury  on  that  ground.  The 
cause  proceeded  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  as  if  the  par- 
ticular means  of  gambling  by  which  the  money  was  lost  was 
not  material.  Under  those  circumstances  the  variance  must 
be  deemed  to  have  been  waived  by  appellants.  Matthews  v. 
Baraboo,  39  Wis.  674;  Russell  &  Co.  v.  Loomis,  43  Wis.  545. 
The  trial  court  might  and  would  have  ordered  the  complaint 
amended  had  attention  been  called  to  the  matter  and  a  re- 
quest been  made  therefor.  On  appeal,  as  indicated  in  the 
cases  cited,  the  complaint  must  be  treated  as  amended,  so  far 
as  necessary  to  sustain  the  judgment 

Sec  4532,  Stats.  1898,  under  which  the  action  was  brought 
provides: 

"Any  person  who,  by  playing  at  any  game,  .  .  .  shall 
have  put  up,  staked  or  deposited  with  any  stakeholder  or 
third  person  any  money,  property  or  thing  in  action,  or  shall 
have  lost  and  delivered  the  same  to  any  winner  thereof  may,. 
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within  three  months  after  such  putting  up,  staking  or  de- 
positing, sue  for  and  recover  the  same  from  such  stakeholder 
or  third  person  whether  such  money,  property  or  thing  in 
action  has  been  lost  or  won  or  whether  it  has  been  delivered 
over  by  such  stakeholder  or  third  person  to  the  winner  or  not, 
and  may,  within  six  months  after  any  such  delivery  by  such 
person  or  stakeholder,  sue  for  and  recover  such  money,  prop- 
erty or  thing  in  action  from  the  winner  thereof  if  the  same 
has  been  delivered  over  to  such  winner;  and  if  he  shall  not 
so  sue  for  and  recover  such  money,  property  or  thing  in  ac- 
tion within  the  time  above  limited  then  any  other  person 
may,  in  his  behalf  and  in  his  name,  sue  for  and  recover  the 
same  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  his  family  .  .  .  from  the 
winner  thereof  within  one  year  from  the  delivery  thereof  to 
such  winner/' 

The  claim  is  made  that  no  cause  of  action  was  established 
by  the  evidence  under  said  section,  because  the  proof  did  not 
show  that  appellants  were  the  winners  of  respondent's  money 
and  that  they  received  the  same.  True,  the  evidence  was  not 
very  definite  on  those  points,  though  it  seems  there  was 
enough  to  carry  the  case  to  the  jury  under  the  rule  that  where 
the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  in  any  reasonable  view  of  it,  ac- 
cording thereto  the  most  favorable  inferences  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  which  it  will  reasonably  bear,  will  sustain  a  finding 
in  his  favor  and  there  are  reasonable  inferences  conflicting 
therewith,  the  case  should  be  sent  to  the  jury  for  a  deter- 
mination of  the  truth  of  the  matter  involved,  and  the  deter- 
mination thus  made,  confirmed  by  the  judgment  of  the  cir- 
cuit court,  should  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal.  Gawley  v. 
La  Crosse  G.  R.  Co.  101  Wis.  145,  77  N.  W.  179;  Imhoff  v. 
G.  &  M.  R.  Co.  22  Wis.  681;  Dodge  v.  McDonnell,  14  Wis. 
553. 

There  was  ample  evidence  that  appellants  were  the  propri- 
etors of  the  establishment  where  respondent  claimed  to  have 
lost  his  money;  that  the  appearances  in  the  operation  of  such 
establishment  were  that  the  persons  who  dealt  with  respond- 
ent were  appellants'  employees;  that  there  was  one  person 
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called  a  'T^anker"  and  one  called  a  "dealer;"  that  the  money 
lost  went  into  a  drawer  in  the  crap  table,  and  when  the  busi- 
ness of  the  day  was  over  it  was  taken  charge  of  by  one  of 
the  appellants.  They  made  no  explanation  of  those  circum- 
stances. In  that  situation,  notwithstanding  there  was  no  di- 
rect evidence  that  the  persons  who  attended  the  crap  table 
were  appellants'  employees,  it  was  reasonably  inferable  that 
they  were,  and  that  the  winnings  deposited  in  the  table  went 
to  appellants. 

It  is  contended  that  the  evidence  was  not  sufiSciently  defi- 
nite as  to  the  amount  of  money  lost  to  appellants  to  remove 
the  question  in  regard  thereto  from  the  realms  of  mere  con- 
jecture, and,  therefore,  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  Hyer  v. 
JanesvUle,  101  Wis.  371,  77  N.  W.  729,  and  similar  cases 
should  have  been  applied  by  taking  the  case  from  the  jury 
on  appellants'  motion. 

It  is  not  considered  that  the  evidence  was  so  weak  as  to 
leave  the  jury  no  legitimate  basis  for  a  verdict.  There  was 
ample  evidence  that  respondent  lost  considerable  sums  of 
money  to  appellants  during  the  period  covered  by  the  com- 
plaint  and  on  or  about  the  particular  dates  therein  mentioned. 
He  testified  to  such  sums  aggregating  $520,  and  testified  gen- 
erally to  having  lost  to  appellant/ during  such  period  as  much 
as  $800.  True,  the  evidence  was  not  very  certain  as  to  the 
precise  amount  lost  on  each  occasion  specified  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  respondent's  evidence  at  some  points  was  incon- 
sistent with  his  evidence  at  others.  For  example,  he  testified 
that  his  earnings  were  $90  per  month,  and  the  amount  he 
claimed  to  have  lost  at  gambling  during  some  months  with 
the  amount  he  testified  to  having  used  otherwise  during  the 
same  times  considerably  exceeded  his  wages,  but  all  such  mat- 
ters were  for  the  jury  to  consider.  They  were  reconcilable 
to  the  extent  of  enabling  the  jury  to  name  a  sum  which  to  a 
reasonable  certainty  was  lost  as  claimed,  and  that  was  suffi- 
cient to  carry  the  case  to  them. 
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The  further  claim  is  made  that  the  verdict  is  excessive. 
It  seems  that  such  claim  has  good  support  in  the  record,  if 
the  amount  recoverable  must  be  confined  to  the  bill  of  par- 
ticulars contained  in  the  complaint.  The  action  was  not 
brought  merely  to  recover  $788  lost  by  respondent  to  appel- 
lants at  gambling  during  the  time  stated  in  the  pleading. 
The  purpose  was  to  recover  specified  sums  of  money  so  lost 
on  specified  dates,  all  aggregating  $788.  Of  such  sums,  ex- 
cluding one  which  was  without  the  year  period  covered  by 
the  action,  testimony  was  given  as  before  indicated  as  to  only 
$520.     Such  evidence  was  in  substance  as  follows: 

"In  May  I  lost  about  $40.  About  the  1st  of  July  I  lost 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $50.  The  latter  part  of  July  I  lost 
$20,  I  guess.  In  August  I  lost  in  the  neighborhood  of  $30 
or  $40.  In  October  the  same  year  I  lost  about  $50.  In  No- 
vember thereafter  I  lost  $80.  In  December  following,  I 
think  about  the  20th,  I  lost  $80.  In  January  thereafter  I 
lost  $60,  the  February  succeeding  $80,  and  in  March  there- 
after $30." 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  if  the  recovery  were  to  be  con- 
fined to  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  as  to  the  specific 
sums  lost,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  verdict  of  more  than 
$520  could  be  justified  on  the  most  favorable  view  for  re- 
spondent that  can  be  taken  of  the  evidence.  But  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  trial  was  conducted  on  the  theory  that  only 
evidence  of  the  losses  specifically  stated  was  proper.  With- 
out objection,  the  proceedings  upon  the  trial  were  substan- 
tially as  if  no  bill  of  particulars  was  contained  in  the  com- 
plaint. Evidence  was  given  without  objection  to  the  effect 
that  during  the  year  preceding  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion respondent  earned  $1,080;  that  the  amount  he  paid 
therefrom  to  his  family  did  not  exceed  $300,  and  that  the 
balance,  in  the  main,  he  lost  at  gambling  at  appellants'  place. 
True,  there  was  some  evidence  that  a  greater  sum  than  $300 
was  paid  to  the  family,  but  we  must  look  at  the  evidence  as 
a  whole  in  the  most  favorable  light  it  will  reasonably  bear 
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for  respondent.  He  testified  at  one  point  that  he  did  not 
think  he  lost  any  money  at  appellants'  place  in  September, 
though  $60  of  the  sum  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  have  been 
so  lost  was  laid  out  in  that  month,  but  he  also  testified: 

"I  was  there  once  or  twice,  sometimes  three  or  four  times, 
a  month  when  I  had  money.  I  wish  to  be  understood  that 
throughout  the  year  from  March  10,  1904,  to  March  10, 
1906,  I  gambled  through  every  month.  My  loss  for  the  year 
aggregated  somewhere  around  $800.*' 

He  repeated  several  times  the  statement  that  he  lost  at  ap- 
pellants' place  in  all  the  sum  mentioned.  He  further  testi- 
fied to  the  effect  that  he  made  the  statement  contained  in  the 
complaint  a  year  before  the  preceding  March,  from  his  then 
best  recollection;  that  he  might  have  lost  other  sums  than 
those  specifically  mentioned  in  his  testimony ;  that  he  could 
not  remember  accurately  particular  dates  and  amounts.  There 
being  no  objection  at  any  time  to  the  wide  departure  in  the 
evidence  from  the  particular  items  stated  in  the  complaint, 
the  variance  between  such  evidence  and  the  pleading  must  be 
regarded  as  immaterial  under  the  rule  heretofore  stated  in 
this  opinion.  The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  and  that  for  a  new 
trial  cannot  be  regarded  as  such  an  objection.  When  the 
evidence  came  in  there  was  no  objection,  and  the  subsequent 
motions  appear  to  have  been  based  wholly  on  indefiniteness 
in  the  evidence. 

Viewing  the  case  as  it  was  tried,  viz.,  as  one  to  recover, 
without  strict  regard  to  the  bill  of  particulars,  $788  lost  dur- 
ing a  year  preceding  the  commencement  of  the  action  in 
gambling  operations,  without  any  preconceived  notion  of  en- 
forcing restitution  of  the  loss,  the  evidence  was  about  as  defi- 
nite as  could  be  expected. 

Of  course,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  jury  in  making  up  the 
verdict  to  place  the  amount  of  loss  at  a  sum  sufficiently  low 
as  not  to  rest  on  mere  conjecture,  but  the  rule  is,  as  sujcjr^'sted, 
that  on  appeal  a  judgment  cannot  be  reversed'  for  want  of 
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<3vi(iaice  to  support  the  verdict  upon  which  it  is  based,  unless 
it  clearly  appears  that  there  is  no  credible  evidence  which, 
in  the  most  favorable  view  that  can  reasonably  be  taken  of 
it,  will  support  such  verdict  Bohn  v.  Racine,  119  Wis.  341, 
^6  N.  W.  813.  As  there  said,  in  case  of  room  for  conflicting 
reasonable  inferences  on  the  record  as  it  comes  to  us,  as  to 
whether  there  was  evidence  warranting  the  verdict,  a  proper 
regard  for  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  re- 
fusing to  set  the  verdict  aside  and  grant  a  new  trial  should 
incline  us  to  the  view  that  it  is  right. 

The  evidence  was  quite  like  that  in  Lear  v.  McMillen,  17 
Ohio  St.  464,  cited  to  our  attention  by  counsel  for  respond- 
■ent,  where  the  court  very  properly  said : 

"We  perceive  [no]  objection  to  allowing  a  recovery  in  one 
action,  for  the  aggregate  sums  lost  at  different  times,  or  for 
the  sum  of  losses  between  certain  dates,  without  showing  the 
particular  dates  or  amounts  of  each  loss.  .  .  .  The  [respond- 
ent] was  entitled  to  recover  of  the  [appellants]  all  the  money 
they  had  won  from  him,  and  what  the  whole  amount  was, 
must  be  arrived  at  by  the  best  evidence  the  nature  of  the  case 
will  admit.'' 

That  does  not  go  so  far  as  to  allow  a  recovery  upon  mere 
<5onjecture.  The  result  must  be  limited  to  such  sum  as  can  be 
seen  from  the  evidence,  with  some  reasonable  degree  of  defi- 
niteness,  to  be  proper.  We  cannot  say  that  it  appears  with 
•clearness  sufficient  to  disturb  the  decision  of  the  trial  court 
that  it  was  not  so  limited  in  this  case. 

By  the  Court. — ^The  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Clawson,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  ia 

error. 

Octoher  lS—Nov€ml>er  7,  1906, 

False  pretenses:  Statute  construed:  Promissory  note  is  *'property:*^ 
Essentials  of  offense:  Evidence, 

1.  A  promissory  note  is  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  "other 

property"  in  sec.  4423,  Stats.  1898,  making  criminal  the  obtain- 
ing by  false  pretenses  of  "money,  goods,  wares,  merchandise,, 
or  other  property."    Dodge,  J.,  dissents. 

2.  The  offense  of  obtaining  property  by  false  pretenses  was  not 

committed  if  the  property  obtained  was  only  such  as  the  ac- 
cused was  legally  entitled  to  receive,  even  though  he  obtained 
it  by  means  of  falsehood.  In  such  a  case  two  essentials  of  the 
offense,  viz.,  an  intent  to  defraud  and  an  actual  fraud  commit- 
ted, are  lacking. 

3.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  to  show  that  at  the  time  de- 

fendant obtained  from  one  H.  a  promissory  note  for  |500  he 
was  entitled  to  demand  and  receive  from  H.  that  amount  of 
money  as  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser  for  a  vessel, 
and  hence  that  in  obtaining  such  note  defendant  was  not  guilty 
of  the  offense  of  obtaining  property  by  false  pretenses. 

Erboe  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  municipal  court  of 
Brown  county:  N.  J.  Monahan,  Judge.     Reversed. 

Information  charging  the  defendant  with  obtaining  a  prom- 
issory note  by  the  false  representation  that  he  had  sold  for 
$7,500  for  the  prosecuting  witness  a  boat  owned  by  the 
latter  to  one  H.  H.  Hayward,  a  man  who  resided  at  Elka 
Eapids,  Michigan,  and  was  worth  $100,000,  the  information 
charging  that  the  statement  that  he  had  so  sold  the  boat  and 
that  H.  H.  Hayward  lived  at  Elks  Eapids,  Michigan,  was 
false,  as  defendant  well  knew. 

Evidence  was  given  that  the  prosecuting  witness,  Hagerty, 
being  half  owner  of  a  certain  boat,  agreed  with  defendant 
in  writing  to  give  him  a  commission  of  $500  if  he  "makes 
the  sale,  or  is  instrumental  in  making  sale,  of  the  steamer 
Belle  at  $7,500."  On  the  following  day,  June  19th,  Claw- 
son  produced  a  telegram  dated  Cliicago  and  signed  H.  H^ 
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Hayward,  directing  him  to  close  deal  at  $7,500,  provided 
clear  title  was  made  in  Hayward's  name  by  Wednesday  and 
placed  in  Kellogg  National  Bank.  On  the  following  day  he 
asked  for  his  commission,  and  Hageriy  inquired  as  to  who 
Hayward  was,  and,  as  he  testified,  was  informed  that  he  was 
a  man  living  at  Elks  Rapids,  Michigan,  and  was  worth  about 
$100,000.  WTiereupon,  relying  upon  this  statement,  Hag- 
erty  gave  to  the  defendant  his  promissory  note  payable  to  the 
latter  or  order,  in  thirty  days,  for  $500,  and  wrote  on  the 
foot,of  it  below  his  signature  the  following:  "Due  July  20th. 
This  note  is  given  in  accordance  with  agreement  with  Mr. 
Clawson/^  Evidence  was  offered  that  no  such  man  lived  at 
Elks  Rapids,  Michigan.  There  was  evidence  tending  to  prove 
that  Hagerty  was  in  some  trouble  with  his  partner  as  to  ac- 
counts of  the  vessel  and  their  respective  interests,  and  was  not 
able  to  produce  a  good  bill  of  sale  Wednesday,  the  22d  of 
June,  as  specified  in  that  telegram.  There  was  evidence  of 
his  attempting  to  buy  out  his  partner  at  a  less  price  and  of  hia 
having  commenced  foreclosure  and  asking  Clawson  to  attempt 
to  get  postponement  for  a  few  days,  and  the  latter  produced 
in  response  thereto  a  telegram  dated  Chicago,  Jime  23d, 
signed  Hayward,  as  follows : 

"Perfect  title  in  my  name  and  place  same  in  charge  of 
Kellogg  Bank.  Tou  inspect  same,  advise  me  by  Friday. 
Will  not  entertain  further  delay." 

On  Friday  Hagerty  was  still  in  controversy  with  his  part- 
ner and  did  not  produce  at  the  bank  the  bill  of  sale,  although 
he  testifies  that  if  the  money  had  been  there  he  could  have  ob- 
tained it.  Defendant  testified,  with  confirmation  by  another 
witness,  that  at  that  time  he  had  received  and  had  in  his  pos- 
session a  certified  check  for  $7,500  from  Hayward,  payable 
to  Kellogg  National  Bank,  which,  under  his  directions  from 
Hayward,  he  could  only  deliver  when  satisfactory  conveyance 
was  placed  with  that  bank,  and,  no  such  conveyance  being  so 
deposited,  he  returned  the  check  to  Hayward  on  the  foUow- 
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ing  day.  Hagerty,  on  July  8th,  received  a  letter  signed 
H.  H.  Hayward,  care  of  Courtlaiid  Hotel,  Chicago,  offering 
to  complete  the  purchase  on  the  terms  named  if  title  were 
made  by  August  Ist  To  this  Hagerty  replied,  but  the  sub- 
stance of  his  reply  is  not  in  evidence.  Neither  party  has 
since  been  able  to  find  Hayward,  the  Courtland  Hotel,  where 
he  made  his  headquarters  in  Chicago,  having  burned  shortly 
after  this  time.  The  fact  of  the  existence  and  apparent  re- 
sponsibility of  H.  H.  Hayward  was  testified  to  by  two  Chi- 
cago witnesses,  and  the  presence  of  such  a  man  in  company 
with  the  accused  on  the  17th  of  June  inspecting  the  boat  in 
question  was  also  proved. 

After  motion  to  direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
a  verdict  of  guilty  was  found  by  the  jury,  and,  after  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  judgment  and  sentence  were  pronounced,  to 
which  defendant  sued'out  writ  of  error. 

M.  E,  Davis,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
ney  Oeneral  and  A.  C.  Titus,  assistant  attorney  general,  and 
oral  argument  by  Mr.  Titus. 

Dodge,  J.  1.  At  the  very  threshold  of  this  case  we  are  con- 
fronted by  a  very  important  and  doubtful  question  of  law, 
affecting  the  general  scope  of  this  part  of  the  criminal  law 
of  this  state,  on  which  we  have  received  no  aid  from  coun- 
sel on  either  side,  and  upon  which  the  field  of  at  least  sug- 
gestive decisions  is  quite  extended,  and  has  involved  us  in 
much  labor  and  research.  That  question  is  whether  our 
statute  (sec.  4423,  Stats.  1898)  makes  criminal  the  obtain- 
ing by  false  pretenses  a  promissory  note  or  other  evidence  of 
indebtedness.  Our  statute,  adopted  originally  from  Massa- 
chusetts, makjBS  criminal  only  the  obtaining  of  "money,  goods, 
wares,  merchandise,  or  other  property."  The  Massachusetts 
statute  was  substantially  an  adoption  of  the  English  acts  of 
30  Geo.  XL  cap.  24,  and  52  Geo.  III.  cap.  64.  Since  the  re- 
spective adoptions  the  statutes  have  been  modified  both  in 
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England  and  Massachusetts  by  an  addition  to  the  list  of. 
property  "which  might  be  the  subject  of  the  crime,  of  apt 
"words  to  describe  evidences  of  indebtedness,  and  in  the  over- 
whelming majority  of  other  states  the  statutes  defining  the 
crime  of  false  pretenses  either  nominate  expressly  "evidence 
of  indebtedness"  or  do  not,  like  ours,  contain  such  a  category 
of  tangible  material  property  as  to  suggest,  by  noscitvr  a 
sociis,  a  limitation  of  the  final  general  words  to  similarity  to 
such  a  preceding  category.  We  have  been  unable  to  find 
either  in  England  or  in  Massachusetts  a  decision  whether  evi- 
dences of  debt  might  be  the  subject  of  obtaining  goods  under 
false  pretenses  during  the  period  that  their  statutes  failed  to 
cover  them  specifically. 

Our  own  statute  was  first  considered  in  State  v.  Oreen,  7 
Wis.  676,  wherein  the  charge  was  of  obtaining  a  check,  which, 
however,  seems  to  have  been  cashed,  so  that  the  accused  did 
in  fact  obtain  the  money,  although  that  fact  seems  not  to  have 
been  charged  in  the  indictment  No  question  was  raised  or 
considered  by  the  court  as  to  the  suflSciency  of  this  allegation 
to  satisfy  the  clause  of  the  statute,  the  indictment  being  held 
bad  on  other  grounds.  The  next  case  was  State  v.  Kube,  20 
Wis.  217,  which  was  a  charge  of  obtaining  "a  package  of 
money  containing  the  sum  of  $60  in  bank  bills."  The  court 
held,  not  that  bank  bills  were  included  in  the  expression 
"other  property,"  but  were  described  by  the  word  "money ;" 
for  the  reason  that  such  word,  in  reasonable  and  colloquial 
use,  signified  whatever  customarily  passed  current  as  a  me- 
dium of  exchange  and  commerce,  and  was  not  necessarily  con- 
fined to  coiYied  metals.  The  next  case  of  significance  is  State 
V.  Black,  75  Wis.  490,  493,  44  N.  W.  635,  where  the  ulti- 
mate decision  was  that  the  obtaining  of  board  and  lodging, 
or,  as  the  court  characterized  it,  a  mere  credit,  was  not  penal 
under  this  section.    But  it  was  there  said : 

"We  are  to  remember  that  it  is  a  criminal  statute  we  are 
construing.  It  should  not  be  so  construed  as  to  multiply 
crimes,  unless  required  by  the  context.     The  word  'property' 
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is,  in  many  cases,  construed  to  include  'things  in  action  and 
evidences  of  debt.  Subd.  3,  4,  sec.  4972,  R.  S.  1878.  But 
the  words  'other  property,'  in  the  statute  quoted,  must,  under 
the  f  amiKar  rule,  noscitur  a  sociis,  be  limited  to  such  tangi- 
ble classes  of  property  as  are  therein  previously  enumerated ; 
that  is  to  say,  'money,  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and  other 
property'  of  that  description." 

In  Bates  v.  State,  124  Wis.  612,  103  N.  W.  251,  the  hold- 
ing was  that  a  charge  of  obtaining  money  was  not  satisfied  by 
proof  of  obtaining  drafts  by  one  bank  on  another,  although 
in  course  of  discussion  it  was  said  that  for  the  obtaining  of 
such  drafts  the  defendant  could  be  prosecuted.  That  was 
said  upon  the  authority  of  Comm,  v.  Coe,  115  Mass.  481, 
overlooking  the  distinction  between  the  present  statutes  of 
that  state  and  our  own. 

This  seems  to  be  the  extent  of  decision  on  the  subject  in 
Wisconsin,  and,  as  a  result,  we  may  fairly  consider  the  ques- 
tion an  open  one  here.  The  words  quoted  from  State  v. 
Black  are  perhaps  a  more  deliberate  and  authoritative  ex- 
pression  of  the  view  of  this  court  as  to  the  true  construction 
of  this  statute  than  the  remark  dropped  in  Bates  v.  State, 
but  in  both  the  court  was  speaking  arguendo  and  not  directly 
considering  the  question  whether  the  words  "other  property** 
were  intended  by  the  legislature  to  include  such  an  evidence 
of  debt  as  a  formal  promissory  note,  bank  draft,  or  a  check, 
all  of  which  are  doubtless  generally  included  within  the  word 
"property,"  when  used  in  other  statutes.  Subd.  3,  4,  sec. 
4972,  Stats.  1898;  Storm  v.  Cotzhausen,  38  Wis.  139;  State 
V,  Coyle,  41  Wis.  267 ;  Wayland  Univ.  v.  Boornian,  56  Wis. 
657,  14  N.  W.  819. 

In  other  states,  where  the  statutes  do  not  by  clear  expres- 
sion include  bills  and  notes,  the  decisions  are  in  favor  of  their 
inclusion  under  such  expressions  as  "other  property,"  or 
"other  valuable  thing,"  or  "valuable  effects."  State  v.  Tom- 
lin,  29  N.  J.  Law,  13 ;  State  v.  Thatcher,  35  N.  J.  Law,  445, 
453;  State  v.  Sxvitzer,  63  Vt  604,  607,  22  AtL  724;  People 
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V.  Stone,  9  Wend.  182,  190;  State  v.  Patty,  97  Iowa,  373, 
377,  66  K  W.  727.  In  the  Thatcher  and  Stone  Cases  tho 
court  reaches  this  conclusion  by  somewhat  dogmatically  de- 
claring that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  obviously  to 
include  all  things  which  might  be  the  subject  of  larceny,  and 
hence  that  the  words  "or  other  property"  must  be  viewed  as 
an  intended  addition  to  the  more  specific  designations  of 
property  preceding  them.  In  other  words,  that  the  rule  nos- 
citur  a  sociis  should  not  be  applied  to  restrain  the  concluding 
words  from  their  full  effect  In  Iowa  the  application  of  the 
^ords  "other  property''  to  evidences  of  indebtedness  is  pred- 
icated on  a  provision  of  the  Code  similar  to  our  sec.  4972,  to 
the  effect  that  property  includes  personal  and  real  property, 
and  personal  property  includes  evidences  of  debt  and  things 
in  action — ^an  argument  which  has  generally  been  denied  full 
effect,  for,  uniformly,  "other  property,"  in  these  statutes,  has 
been  held  not  to  include  real  estate.  State  v.  Burrows,  11 
Ired.  Law,  477;  Comm.  v.  Woodrun,  4  Clark  (Pa.  L.  J. 
Eep.)  207  (*362) ;  People  v.  Cummings,  114  Cal.  437,  46 
Pac.  284. 

The  rule  noscitur  a  sociis  is,  of  course,  only  a  rule  of  con- 
-irtruction,  although  among  those  most  frequently  applied  and 
perhaps  most  in  accord  with  the  real  fact  as  to  attempts  to 
•express  in  words  those  things  as  to  which  it  was  intended  to 
legislate.  If,  however,  the  court  is  convinced  that  a  general 
et  cwtera  expression  is  appended  to  a  list  of  specific  designa- 
tions with  the  intent  to  broaden  the  same,  it  is,  of  course,  its 
duty  to  give  such  words  that  effect.  "Other  property,"  liter- 
ally, is,  of  course,  broad  enough  to  include  a  promissory  note 
-or  bill  of  exchange ;  hence,  unless  a  court  is  convinced  by  the 
association  of  such  words  with  others  that  they  are  used  to 
express  some  more  limited  conception,  there  is  ample  justifi- 
•cation  for  applying  them  to  the  full  extent  of  their  literal 
meaning.  Doubtless  there  is  cogent  argument  that  such  ar- 
ticles of  property  as  those  now  under  consideration  are  as 
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likely  to  be  the  objects  of  cupidity,  are  as  likely  to  be  obtain- 
able by  misrepresentation,  as  any  other  forms  of  persona} 
property,  and  that  the  injury  to  be  done  the  defrauded  per- 
son, and  perhaps  others,  is,  if  anything,  more  imminent  than 
in  the  case  of  tangible  chattels.  From  considerations  such 
as  these,  after  giving  due  weight  to  the  expression  hereinbe- 
fore quoted  from  State  v.  Black,  75  Wis.  490,  44  N.  W.  635, 
the  court  has  .concluded  that  the  true  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture will  be  best  given  elBFect  by  holding  that  a  promissory 
note  is  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  "or  other  property'' 
in  sec  4423 — a  conclusion  with  which,  I  may  be  permitted 
to  say,  without  a  formal  dissenting  opinion,  my  personal 
views  do  not  accord. 

2.  The  trial  court  correctly  instructed  the  jury  that  the  of- 
fense of  obtaining  property  by  false  pretenses  involved  at 
least  four  essential  elements:  (1)  There  must  be  an  intent 
to  defraud;  (2)  there  must  be  an  actual  fraud  committed; 
(3)  false  pretenses  must  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  perpe- 
trating the  fraud;  and  (4)  the  fraud  must  be  accomplished 
by  means  of  the  false  pretenses  made  use  of  for  that  purpose. 
State  V.  Clark,  46  Kan.  65,  26  Pac  481 ;  State  v.  Palmer, 
50  Kan.  318,  324,  32  Pac.  29;  People  v.  Wakely,  62  Mich. 
297,  28  N.  W.  871 ;  Owens  v.  State,  83  Wis.  496,  53  N.  W. 
736.  In  application  of  this  rule  it  has  been  held  that  the 
first  two  of  these  elements  do  not  exist  where  the  property 
sought  to  be  obtained,  and  in  fact  obtained,  was  only  such  as 
the  accused  had  a  perfect  and  complete  legal  right  to  receive. 
Rex  V.  Williams,  7  Car.  &  P.  354;  Comm.  v.  McDuffy,  126 
Mass.  467;  Comm.  v.  Harkins,  128  Mass.  79,  82;  People  v. 
Thorns,  3  Hill,  169;  State  v.  Hurst,  11  W.  Va.  54;  Comm. 
V.  Thompson,  2  Clark  (Pa.  L.  J.  Eep.)  33  (*250) ;  Comm. 
V.  Henry,  22  Pa.  St  256.  The  special  application  in  most 
of  these  has  been  to  the  obtaining  by  means  of  falsehood 
merely  the  payment  of  money  to  which  the  accused  was  le- 
gally entitled,  it  being  held  that  thereby  no  fraud  is  worked 
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upon  the  other  party",  and  no  intent  to  defraud  can  be  in- 
ferred frcMn  such  act 

Applying  that  principle  to  the  present  case,  we  have,  with- 
out hesitation,  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  proof  in  the 
record  is  conclusive  that  at  the  time  the  defendant  obtained 
the  $500  note  from  Hagerty  the  latter  owed  him  that  amount 
of  money;  that,  if  defendant  had  sued  Hagerty  for  $500 
commissions  for  making  sale  of  his  vessel,  any  court  must, 
upon  the  same  evidence,  have  rendered  judgment  in  the  for- 
mer's favor.  There  is,  of  course,  no  dispute  that  Hagerty 
agreed  to  pay  the  defendant  $500  for  making  sale.  The  evi- 
dence is  overwhelming  and  undisputed  that  defendant  foimd 
a  customer  ready,  able,  and  willing  to  take  the  property  at 
the  price  fixed  by  the  owner,  at  $7,500,  and  that  Hagerty  ac- 
cepted such  customer  and  the  condition  that  he  was  to  pay 
only  when  clear  title  was  deposited  with  a  specified  bank. 
Thereafter  Hagerty  failed,  for  reasons  of  his  own,  to  make 
out  such  title.  He  has  offered  some  proof  that  he  could  have 
made  it  out  any. time  had  the  money  first  been  deposited. 
But  the  prior  deposit  of  the  money  was  not  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  sale,  and  he  refrained  from  perfecting 
title  apparently  by  reason  of  his  desire  to  acquire  his  part- 
ner's half  interest  at  some  less  rate,  either  by  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  which  he  held  thereon  or  by  purchase.  It  matters 
not,  however,  what  reasons  controlled  Hagerty.  It  suflSces 
that  he  did,  in  fact,  fail  to  perform  on  his  part  the  terms 
of  the  sale  effected  by  the  defendant,  to  which  Hagerty  had 
agreed.  True,  some  of  these  facts  depend  upon  the  testi- 
mony of  the  defendant,  although  in  many  respects  he  is  con- 
firmed by  testimony  of  others.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the 
case  to  throw  hia  testimony  either  in  conflict  with  other  facts 
or  evidence  or  under  suspicion.  Evidence  was  offered  by  the 
defendant  of  hi*  good  character,  standing  in  the  community, 
and  financial  responsibility,  whereby  the  door  was  opened  to 
the  prosecution  to  attack  him  in  those  respects.  No  evidence 
Vol.  129  -  42 
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was  offered  that  he  was  other  than  he  described  himself. 
There  is  a  vague  suggestion  in  argument  that  the  nonappear- 
ance of  the  proposed  purchaser,  Hayward,  at  the  time  of 
trial,  and  defendant's  inability  to  produce  him,  justified  a 
suspicion  that  he  was  a  myth.  But  it  must  be  remembered 
that  approximately  a  year  had  been  allowed  to  elapse  be- 
tween the  obtaining  of  the  note  and  any  complaint  by  Hag- 
erty,  and  that  during  that  time  the  hotel  where  Hayward 
made  his  headquarters,  and  where  alone  defendant  had  known 
him,  had  gone  out  of  existence,  and  defendant  had  no  start- 
ing point  from  which  to  search  for  the  man.  No  reason  is 
suggested  for  this  delay  on  Hagert/s  part  The  note  was 
protested  against  him  only  one  month  after  it  was  given  as 
being  already  transferred  to  a  third  party.  The  defendant 
was  at  least  monthly  in  Green  Bay,  where  he  was  well  known 
and  easy  of  access,  either  for  demand  of  explanation,  or  for 
arrest  if  Hagerty  believed  him  guilty  of  the  crime  now 
charged.  Neither  was  there  anything  in  defendant's  con- 
duct immediately  following  the  transaction  to  justify  suspi- 
cion. He  remained  at  Green  Bay  in  contact  with  Hagerty 
for  nearly  a  week  after  he  received  the  note.  He  at  first  used 
it  only  as  collateral  security  for  a  small  sum  of  money,  so 
that  it  was  open,  in  the  main,  to  any  defenses  that  Hagerty 
might  have.  With  this  uncontradicted  evidence  that  defend- 
ant obtained  nothing  from  the  prosecutor  except  what  he  was 
entitled  to  and  which  should  have  been  given  him  upon  de- 
mand without  the  representations  charged  as  false  in  the  in- 
formation, it  is  clear  that  the  evidence  did  not  establish  either 
that  Hagerty  was  defrauded  or  that  the  representations  were 
made  with  intent  to  defraud.  It  was  error  to  refuse  defend- 
ant's motion  for  the  direction  of  verdict  in  his  favor. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 
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Norton,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in 

error. 

October  15— November  7,  1906. 

Forgery:  Check  payable  to  order  of  anotlier  person:  Intent  to  de- 
fraud: Evidence:  Appeal  and  error:  Record:  Matters  reviewable, 

1.  A  check  falsely  made  with  intent  to  defraud  and  apparently  Buf- 

flclent  on  its  face  is  a  forgery,  even  though  other  steps  (such 
as  indorsement  by  the  payee)  would  be  necessary,  if  it  were 
genuine,  to  perfect  it  in  the  hands  of  the  accused. 

2.  A  check  payable  to  the  order  of  the  payee  may  be  transferred 

without  his  indorsement  and  hence  cannot  be  said  not  to  be  the 
subject  of  forgery  by  another  person  because  without  value  in 
his  hands. 

3.  The  question  of  defendant's  intent  to  defraud  in  falsely  makingt 

a  check  is  held,  upon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  to  have  been 
one  for  the  Jury. 

4.  Where  in  a  criminal  case  the  bill  of  exceptions  contains  no  ex- 

ception to  any  portion  of  the  charge  to  the  Jury,  and  the  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  did  not  specifically  point  out  objectionable 
portions  thereof,  errors  assigned  upon  the  charge  are  not  re- 
viewable. 

Ebeob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  She- 
boygan county :  Michael  E^bwak,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed. 

On  January  6,  1906,  complaint  was  made  in  the  munici- 
pal court  for  the  city  of  Sheboygan  charging  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror with  forgery  of  an  instrument  of  the  tenor  following: 

"Sheboygan,  Wis.,  Jan.  6,  1906.         No.  14. 
"Bank  of  Sheboygan 
'Tay  to  John  Walsh  or  order  $52  76-100 

"Fifty-two .  Dollars 

"Ebnest  Gonzenbaoh." 

A  warrant  was  issued.  Plaintiff  in  error  was  arrested  and 
bound  over  to  the  circuit  court.  He  was  there  tried  upon 
the  information  charging  him  with  the  forgery  of  this  instru- 
ment, and  found  guilty  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The 
<50urt  pronounced  sentence  upon  the  verdict,  imposing  as  pun- 
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ishment  confinement  at  hard  labor  in  state  prison  for  the 
term  of  eighteen  months.  The  case  is  before  this  court  "for 
review  on  writ  of  error. 

T.  M.  Bowler,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
ney Oeneral  and  A.  C.  Titus,  assistant  attorney  general,  and 
oral  argument  by  Mr.  Titus. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  convicted  on  the 
charge  of  forging  the  check  set  out  in  the  foregoing  statement. 
It  is  averred  that  forgery  cannot  be  predicated  on  this  instru-? 
ment  because  it  had  no  legal  efficacy  in  the  hands  of  defend- 
ant. There  is  no  question  but  that  an  instrument  which  is 
Clearly  void  upon  its  face  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  for- 
gery. John  V.  State,  23  Wis.  504.  The  check  in  question 
upon  its  face  is  in  the  usual  form,  and  in  the  hands  of  the 
payee,  if  genuine,  would  be  a  binding  obligation.  The  claim 
is  made,  however,  that  this  check,  if  genuine,  was  not  availa- 
ble to  the  plaintiff  in  error  without  the  indorsement  of  Walsh, 
and  that  it  must  be  held  to  be  void  and  valueless  in  his  hands, 
since  the  law  could  not  presume  that  he  could  collude  with 
Walsh  to  obtain  his  indorsement  or  that  he  would  commit  the 
offense  of  falsely  impersonating  him  or  forging  his  name 
as  an  indorser.  We  find  no  force  in  these  objections.  If 
plaintiff  in  error  were  charged  with  the  offense  of  uttering 
this  paper  the  considerations  suggested  in  support  of  these 
contentions  might  have  a  bearing,  but  no  such  offense  is  here 
charged.  It  is  immaterial  that  the  instrument  is  not  avail- 
able for  reasons  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  it.  If  it  is 
falsely  made  with  intent  to  defraud  and  apparently  sufficient 
on  its  face  it  is  a  forgery,  though  other  steps  were  required  to 
be  taken,  if  it  were  genuine,  to  perfect  it  in  plaintiff  in  error's 
hands.  This  is  upon  the  ground  that  an  instrument  appar^ 
ently  valid  on  its  face  is  only  voidable,  if  genuine,  by  im- 
peaching it  directly.     And  so  here,  if  plaintiff  in  error  bad 
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passed  this  check,  which  is  complete  and  valid  on  its  face,  its 
invalidity  would  be  made  to  appear  only  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence impeaching  its  apparent  validity.  Under  such  circum- 
stances the  instrument,  if  falsely  made  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud, is  held  to  be  a  forgery  because  it  purports  to  be  good. 
Comm.  V.  Costello,  120  Mass.  358 ;  U.  8.  v.  Turner,  7  Pet 
132;  Baitium  v.  State,  15  Ohio,  717;  Harding  v.  State,  64 
Ind.  359 ;  Arnold  v.  Cost,  3  Gill  &  J.  219 ;  Hess  v.  State,  5 
Ohio,  5 ;  19  Cyc  1380.  The  contention  that  the  check  was 
without  value  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  without 
the  indorsement  of  Walsh  is  refuted  by  the  decision  of  this 
<50urt  to  the  effect  that  a  negotiable  paper  payable  to  the  order 
of  the  payee  may  be  transferred  without  his  indorsement. 
Esau  V.  Greene  &  B.  Co.  94  Wis.  8,  68  N.  W.  405 ;  Lawless 
V.  State,  114  Wis.  189,  89  N.  W.  891. 

It  is  urged  that  the  evidence  fails  to  show  that,  if  the 
plaintiff  in  error  falsely  made  this  check,  he  did  so  with  in- 
tent to  defraud.  There  is  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to 
show  that  plaintiff  in  error  signed  the  name  of  Ernest  Gon- 
zenbach  without  authority;  that  he,  in  conversation  with  a 
clothing  merchant,  mentioned  the  fact  of  his  having  a  check 
and  made  suggestions  as  to  having  it  cashed;  and  that  a 
check,  with  the  one  which  he  is  charged  with  having  forged, 
was  found  in  his  possession  on  the  day  of  his  arrest.  He 
could  give  no  satisfactory  explanation  as  to  how  he  had  ob- 
tained them.  Coupled  with  his  admission  to  the  officer  when 
arrested,  referring  to  an  alleged  former  forgery,  that  he  had 
^'been  at  it  again,"  this  evidence  furnished  sufficient  basis  for 
submitting  the  question  of  the  fraudulent  intent  to  the  jury. 
We  find  that  the  court  fully  apprised  the  jury  that,  in  order  to 
justify  a  conviction,  the  intent  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  de- 
fraud must  be  found  to  have  existed  when  he  made  the  check. 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  this  question  of  intent  to  defraud 
was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  and,  under  the  circum- 
stances, their  finding  is  warranted  and  binding. 
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We  are  of  the  same  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence that  the  offense  was  committed  in  Sheboygan  county. 

Some  errors  are  assigned  upon  the  charge  of  the  court  to 
the  jury.  The  bill  of  exceptions  contains  no  exception  to 
any  portion  of  the  charge,  nor  does  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
specifically  point  out,  as  a  groimd  for  a  new  trial,  the  objec- 
tionable portions  of  the  charge.  This  state  of  the  record 
does  not  present  these  questions  for  review  by  this  court. 
Nishet  V.  Oill  38  Wis.  657 ;  Dean  v.  C.  £  N.  W.  JB.  Co.  43 
Wis.  305 ;  Welk  v.  Perkins,  43  Wis.  160 ;  Orabowski  v.  State, 
126  Wis.  447,  105  K  W.  805. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


The  State  ex  bel.  Pray  and  another,  Kespondent,  vs.  Yan- 
kee, County  Clerk,  Appellant 

October  16— November  7,  1906. 

Primary  elections:  Ballots:  Written  names. 

Under  the  primary  election  la^  (ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903)  the  voters 
of  a  party  may  write  in  upon  the  primary  election  ballot  the 
name  of  any  person  as  their  choice  for  the  party  nominee  for 
any  office,  and  such  votes  shall  be  counted;  and  the  person  re- 
ceiving the  greatest  number  of  votes  for  the  party  nomination 
for  an  office  at  such  primary  election  shall  have  his  name 
placed  on  the  ballot  for  the  general  election  as  the  nominee  of 
that  party. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county :  Chester  A.  Fowler,  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Upon  the  verified  petition  of  the  relators  an  alternative 
writ  of  mandamus  was  issued  by  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county,  September  25,  1906,  commanding  the  defendant,  as 
clerk  of  that  county,  to  place  upon  the  official  ballot  to  be  used 
at  the  general  election  to  be  held  in  that  county  November  6, 
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1906,  as  the  candidate  of  the  Democratic  party  for  the  office 
of  district  attorney  in  that  county  the  name  of  the  relator 
Allan  T.  Pray,  and  as  the  candidate  of  the  Democratic  party 
for  the  office  of  county  treasurer  of  said  county  the  name  of 
the  relator  George  W.  Dopp,  or  show  cause  to  the  contrary 
before  said  court  October  1,  1906,  and  make  due  return  to 
the  writ.  The  defendant  having  made  return  to  the  writ, 
and  a  motion  to  quash  the  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  hav- 
ing been  denied,  and  a  demurrer  to  the  petition  and  alterna- 
tive writ  on  the  ground  that  the  same  stated  no  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  having  been  overruled, 
the  trial  court,  on  the  undisputed  and  admitted  facts,  on  Oc- 
tober 4,  1906,  adjudged,  in  effect,  that  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamiis  be  and  the  same  was  thereby  awarded  to  the  re- 
lators against  the  defendant,  commanding  him  to  place  the 
names  of  the  said  relators  upon  the  said  official  ballot;  that 
is  to  say,  the  name  of  the  said  Allan  T.  Pray  as  the  candidate 
of  the  Democratic  party  for  the  office  of  district  attorney  of 
said  county,  and  the  name  of  Oeorge  W.  Dopp  as  the  candi- 
date of  the  Democratic  party  for  the  office  of  county  treas- 
urer of  said  county,  and  for  costs.  From  such  judgment  en- 
tered therein  and  the  whole  thereof  the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  signed  by  M.  E,  Dillon, 
attorney,  and  W.  M.  TomJcins,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  F.  T.  Twicer. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Sanborn,  Lamo- 
reux  &  Pray,  and  oral  argument  hj  A,T.  Pray. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  The  facts  are  undisputed.  The  relators 
were  both  Democrats,  but  no  Democratic  candidate  had  been 
nominated  for  the  office  of  district  attorney  of  Ashland  county 
prior  to  the  primary  election  held  September  4,  1906,  and 
no  Democratic  candidate  had  been  nominated  for  the  of- 
fice of  county  treasurer  of  that  county  prior  to  that  date. 
Neither  of  the  relators  had,  at  the  time  of  said  election,  filed 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


664         SUPREME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIJN.       [JNov. 
state  ex  rel.  Pray  v.  Yankee,  129  Wis.  662. 

nomination  papers  entitling  him  to  have  his  name  printed  on 
any  official  ballot  used  at  the  primary  election,  and  neither  of 
their  names  was  printed  on  any  official  ballot  at  the  time  of 
such  election.  There  were  printed  on  the  official  primary  bal- 
lot of  the  Democratic  party  used  at  such  election  the  names 
of  candidates  for  the  several  state  offices  and  for  representa- 
tive in  Congress  and  member  of  assembly,  but  no  name  was 
printed  on  said  ballot  for  any  county  office,  except  for  the 
offices  of  sheriff  and  register  of  deeds.  There  was  printed, 
however,  on  the  official  primary  ballot  of  the  Republican 
party,  used  at  such  election,  the  names  of  two  or  more  candi- 
dates for  the  respective  offices  of  county  treasurer  and  district 
attorney,  •On  September  13,  1906,  the  county  board  of  can- 
vassers, consisting  of  the  county  clerk,  the  defendant  in  this 
action,  and  two  supervisors,  one  of  whom  was  a  Republican 
and  the  other  a  Democrat,  certified  "that  the  foregoing  and 
within  tabular  statement  is  correct  and  true,  as  compiled 
from  the  original  returns  made  to  the  county  clerk  of  said 
county  and  as  compared  therewith  by  us.'' 

It  appears  from  such  "tabular  statement,''  on  the  back  of 
such  certificate  and  forming  a  part  thereof,  that  forty-six 
votes  were  cast  for  the  office  of  county  treasurer,  but  twenty- 
seven  of  them  were  rejected  by  said  board  for  the  only  rea- 
son suggested  that  they  were  cast  for  persons  whose  names, 
respectively,  had  not  been  printed  on  the  "official  primary 
ballot  of  the  Democratic  party,"  but  had  been  written  in 
thereon  by  the  respective  persons  casting  such  votes;  that 
among  the  twenty-seven  votes  so  rejected  were  twenty-two, 
each  having  the  name  of  Mr.  Dopp  written  in  thereon  as  the 
Democratic  cai^didate  for  county  treasurer.  The  other  nine- 
teen names  so  written  in  on  such  primary  Democratic  ballot 
were  cast  for  two  different  persons,  one  receiving  eleven  votes 
and  the  other  eight  votes,  and  were  coimted  by  the  board  as 
"given  for  county  treasurer  on  the  Democratic  ticket,"  be- 
cause, as  claimed,  each  of  such  two  persons  had  filed  nomina- 
tion papers  as  candidates  for  county  treasurer  on  some  other 
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official  primary  ballot  than  that  of  the  Democratic  party,  and 
their  respective  names  were  printed  on  such  other  primary 
ballot  Thus,  it  appears  that  Mr.  Dopp  had  a  large  plurality 
of  the  votes  for  county  treasurer  appearing  on  the  primary 
Democratic  ballot  in  writing. 

So  it  appears  from  such  "tabular  statement"  that  forty- 
five  votes  were  cast  for  the  office  of  district  attorney,  but 
thirty-two  of  them  were  rejected  by  the  board  for  the  only 
reason  suggested  that  they  were  cast  for  persons  whose  names, 
respectively,  had  not  been  printed  on  the  "official  primary 
ballot  of  the  Democratic  party,"  but  had  been  written  in 
thereon  by  the  respective  persons  casting  such  votes;  that 
among  the  thirty-two  votes  so  rejected  were  twenty-six,  each 
having  the  name  of  Allan  T.  Pray  written  in  thereon  as  the 
Democratic  candidate  for  district  attorney.  The  other  thir- 
teen names  so  written  in  on  such  primary  Democratic  ballot 
were  cast  for  three  different  persons,  and  were  counted  by 
the  board  as  "given  for  district  attorney  on  the  Democratic 
ticket,"  because,  as  claimed,  each  of  such  three  persons  had 
filed  nomination  papers  as  a  candidate  for  district  attorney 
on  some  other  official  primary  ballot  than  that  of  the  Demo- 
cratic party,  and  their  respective  names  were  printed  on  such 
other  primary  ballot. 

The  question  recurs  whether,  upon  the  facts  thus  certified 
to  be  "correct  and  true"  by  the  "board  of  coimty  canvassers," 
the  relators  are  entitled  to  have  their  names  placed  upon  the 
official  ballot  to  be  used  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  in 
the  county  of  Ashland  Xovember  6,  1906,  as  candidates  of 
the  Democratic  party  for  the  offices,  respectively,  of  district 
attorney  and  county  treasurer  of  that  county.  Did  the  fact 
that  neither  of  them  filed  nomination  papers  entitling  them 
to  have  their  names  printed  on  the  official  primary  election 
ballot  preclude  voters  from  voting  for  them  at  the  primary 
election  September  4,  1906  ?  Where,  as  here,  a  voter  receives 
his  package  of  primary  ballots  and  selects  the  one  which  pur- 
ports to  be  his  own  party  ticket,  but,  upon  inspection,  finds 
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that  for  one  office  there  is  no  printed  name  upon  the  ballot, 
does  the  primary  act  preclude  him  from  voting  for  some  per- 
son in  his  own  party?  Subd.  8,  sea  12,  ch.  451,  Laws  of 
1903,  Or,  is  he  precluded  from  voting  at  aU  imless  he  votes 
for  some  person  whose  name  is  printed  on  the  primary  ballot 
of  some  other  party  which  he  is  trying  to  beat?  Id.  In 
other  words,  is  it  the  purpose  of  the  primary  election  law  to- 
secure  to  each  voter  the  right. of  free  choice  in  the  selection 
of  candidates,  or  is  it  the  purpose  to  build  up  or  t«ar  down, 
political  parties? 

The  act  declares  that  the  provision^  of  the  statutes  pre- 
viously in  force  in  relation  to  holding  and  conducting  elec- 
tions, counting  the  ballots  and  making  returns  thereof,  and 
all  other  kindred  subjects,  should  apply  to  aU  primaries  in 
so  far  as  they  were  consistent  with  the  act.  Sees.  12,  16,  20, 
25,  ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903.  That  required  the  board  of 
county  canvassers  to  make,  as  they  did,  a  succinct  tabular 
statement  of  the  votes  cast  at  such  primary  election  for  each 
office  voted  for,  whether  canvassed  or  not,  and  to  certify  such 
statement  to  be  correct  Sees.  83,  84,  Stats.  1898.  It  is 
true  the  act  only  provides  for  the  printing  upon  the  official 
ballot  to  be  used  at  such  primary  election  the  names  of  all 
candidates  for  the  respective  offices  for  whom  nomination  pa- 
pers had  been  duly  filed.  Sec.  9,  ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903. 
The  same  section  declares  that  such  official  ballot  shall  be 
printed  ''in  the  form  provided  herein  and  annexed  hereto.'^ 
The  form  of  ballot  so  prescribed,  after  giving  direction  as 
to  the  manner  of  voting  "for  a  person  whose  name  is  printed 
on  the  ballot,"  declares  that,  "to  vote*  for  a  person  whose 
name  is  not  printed  on  the  ballot,  write  or  paste  his  name  in 
blank  space  provided  for  that  purpose."  This  is  substan- 
tially the  same  as  prescribed  by  the  statute  in  the  case  of 
general  elections,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  made  applicable 
to  the  primary  election,  wherein  it  is  declared: 

"But  any  voter  may  write  upon  his  ballot  the  name  of  any 
person  for  whom  he  desires  to  vote  for  any  office,  in  sudb 
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place  or  so  designated  as  to  indicate  the  office,  and  such  vote  • 
shall  be  counted  the  same  as  if  printed  upon  the  ballot  and 
marked  by  the  voter/'     Sec  41,  Stats.  1898. 

In  obedience  to  such  requirements,  twenty-two  of  the  voters 
of  Ashland  county  wrote  in  on  the  Democratic  ticket  the 
name  of  Mr,  Dopp  for  the  office  of  county  treasurer,  giving 
him  double  the  number  of  votes  of  any  other  person  whose 
name  was  so  written  in  on  that  ticket  for  that  office.  And  so, 
in  obedience  to  the  same  requirements,  twenty-six  of  the  vot- 
ers of  that  coimty  wrote  in  on  the  Democratic  ticket  the  name 
of  Allan  T.  Pray  for  the  office  of  district  attorney,  giving 
him  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  so  written  in  on  that  ticket 
for  that  office. 

Another  section  of  the  act  declares : 

"If  any  elector  write  upon  his  ticket  the  name  of  any  per- 
son who  is  a  candidate  for  the  same  office  upon  some  other 
ticket  than  that  upon  which  his  name  is  so  written,  this  bal- 
lot shall  be  counted  for  such  person  only  as  a  candidate  of 
the  party  upon  whose  ticket  the  name  is  written,  and  shall  in 
no  case  be  counted  for  such  person  as  a  candidate  upon  any 
other  ticket."     Subd.  3,  sec.  12,  ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903. 

It  is  then  provided  therein  that,  in  case  the  same  person  is 
nominated  upon  more  than  one  ticket,  he  shall  designate  upon 
which  his  name  shall  be  printed  on  the  official  ballot.     Id. 

Another  provision  of  the  act  in  question  declares: 

"The  person  receiving  the  greatest  number  of  votes  at  a 
primary  as  the  candidate  of  a  party  for  an  office  shall  be  the 
candidate  of  that  party  for  such  office,  and  his  name  as  such 
candidate  shall  be  placed  on  the  official  ballot  at  the  following 
election."     Subd.  1,  sec.  18,  ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903. 

This  provision  certainly  means  what  it  says;  and  so  the 
words,  "the  greatest  number  of  votes  at  a  primary,"  neces- 
sarily include  the  votes  for  persons  whose  names  are  not 
printed  on  any  ballot  but  are  written  in  on  the  primary  ballot 
of  his  party,  as  well  as  those  that  are  written  in  and  also 
printed  on  the  ballot  of  some  other  party.  And  this  seems 
to  be  in  harmony  with  the  purpose  of  the  act,  as  indicated  in 
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•  its  tide,  which  is  "An  act  to  provide  for  party  nominations  by 
direct  vote/'  The  trial  court  properly  held,  in  effect,  that  it 
appears  upon  the  face  of  the  act  that  voters  of  a  party  have 
the  right  to  write  in  upon  the  primary  election  ballot  the  name 
of  their  choice  as  the  party  candidate  for  any  office,  and  that 
such  vote  should  be  counted ;  and  that  the  person  receiving  the 
greatest  number  of  votes  for  an  office  at  such  primary  election 
should  be  the  candidate  of  his  party  and  have  his  name  put  on 
the  ballot  for  the  general  election. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


The  State  ex  rel.  Eindee  vs.  Goff,  County  Clerk. 

Octoher  16—Nov€ml)er  7,  1906 

'Supreme  court:  Original  jurisdiction^  when  and  hoio  exercised:  Pri- 
mary elections :  Right  to  have  name  on  official  ballot:  Mandamus: 
Prospective  official  duties:  Certificate  of  election  as  nominated 
candidate:  Rights  of  holder:  Canvassing  hoard, 

1.  Questions  of  title  to  local  public  office,  or  of  performance  of  local 

official  duty,  thougli  puhlici  juris,  are  not  ordinarily  questions 
"affecting  the  sovereignty  of  the  state,  its  franchises  or  prerog- 
atives, or  the  liberties  of  its  people,"  and  only  in  very  excep- 
tional cases  will  the  supreme  court  entertain  them  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  original  jurisdiction. 

2.  But  serious  abstract  questions  as  to  the  construction  of  the 

primary  election  law  and  the  rights  of  one  holding  a  regularly 
issued  certificate  of  nomination,  affecting  the  operation  of  the 
law  throughout  the  entire  state,  may  properly  be  considered 
as  questions  affecting  the  prerogatives  of  the  state  and  the  lib- 
erties of  the  whole  people,  even  though  they  arise  in  a  con- 
troversy as  to  the  right  to  a  place  on  the  official  ballot  as  the 
party  nominee  for  a  local  office;  and  the  court  may  properly 
exercise  its  original  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case,  especially 
where  the  time  between  the  primary  and  the  general  election 
is  so  short  that  no  authoritative  decision  could  be  reached 
through  the  exercise  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction. 
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3.  In  such  a  case  the  court  declines  to  entertain  an  action  in  equity 

and  determine  therein  which  person  in  fact  received  the  greater 
number  of  legal  votes,  but  directs  the  issuance  of  an  alterna- 
tive writ  of  mandamus  for  the  purpose  of  determining  only  the 
duty  of  the  county  clerk  upon  the  record  before  him  as  to  the 
printing  of  the  official  ballot. 

4.  Although  mandamus  will  not  generally  be  available  in  advance 

of  the  time  when  the  official  duty  in  question  is  to  be  performed, 
yet  in  extreme  cases  the  writ  may  issue  to  control  the  perform- 
ance of  prospective  duties.  No  other  remedy  being  available,, 
such  a  case  is  held  to  exist  as  to  the  duty  of  a  county  clerk 
with  respect  to  printing  relator's  name  on  the  official  ballot, 
where  the  clerk  had  already  made  his  determination  and  might 
legally  act  at  once,  but  was  not  required  by  law  to  act  until 
some  three  weeks  later,  only  four  days  before  the  election,  and 
the  writ  if  delayed  until  that  time  would  be  fruitless. 

5.  Under  the  general  statutes  (sees.  81-88,  Stats.  1898)  making  the 

execution  of  certificates  of  election  a  part  of  the  county  can- 
vass, and  sees.  16,  25,  ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903,  making  the  pro- 
visions of  those  statutes  applicable  to  primary  elections,  a  cer- 
tificate of  election  should  be  issued  by  the  county  clerk  to  a 
candidate  nominated  for  a  county  office  at  a  primary  election. 

6.  When  the  vote  at  a  primary  election  has  been  canvassed  by  the 

proper  board  and  the  proper  certificate  of  election  has  been  exe- 
cuted, the  person  receiving  such  certificate  is  at  once  in  posses- 
sion of  the  quasi  office  of  nominated  candidate,  and  has  the 
right  to  have  his  name  put  on  the  official  ballot,  as  against  all 
the  world,  until  in  some  proper  proceeding  (ashy  quo  warranto) 
it  is  decided  that  another  person  was  in  fact  nominated.  No 
subsequent  voluntary  action  of  the  canvassing  board  (as  in  re- 
canvassing  the  vote  and  granting  a  certificate  to  another)  can 
deprive  him  of  his  prima  facie  right  to  such  quasi  office. 

Mandamus  to  the  County  Clerk  of  Dane  County.  Per- 
emptory  writ  issued. 

At  the  opening  of  court  on  the  9th  day  of  October,  1906, 
application  was  made  to  the  court  by  the  attorney  general, 
on  the  sworn  complaint  or  relation  of  Christian  F.  Binder, 
for  leave  to  commence  an  action  in  equity  in  this  court  to  en- 
join the  defendant,  as  county  clerk  of  Dane  county,  from 
printing  the  name  of  one  W.  S.  Packard  as  Republican  can- 
didate for  county  treasurer  of  said  county  upon  the  official 
ballot  for  the  general  election  in  November  following,  and  to 
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command  him  to  print  the  name  of  the  relator  as  such  candi- 
date upon  such  ballot  The  proposed  complaint  or  relation, 
after  stating  the  official  character  of  the  defendant  and  the 
fact  of  the  holding  of  a  general  primary  election  under  the 
primary  law,  September  4,  1906,  alleged,  in  substance,  that 
the  relator  and  W.  S.  Packard  and  one  Eoloff  were  candi- 
dates upon  the  primary  ballot  for  the  Republican  nomination 
for  county  treasurer  of  said  county  at  said  primary  election ; 
that  in  the  Third  ward  of  the  city  of  Madison  (being  one  of 
the  election  precincts  in  said  county)  the  relator  actually  re- 
ceived eighty-three  votes,  Packard  forty-nine  votes,  and  Eo- 
loff twenty-seven  votes,  and  that  the  precinct  inspectors  so 
counted  and  announced  the  result  and  that  the  same  so  ap- 
peared upon  the  written  tally  sheet  provided  by  the  secretary 
of  state  for  the  purpose  of  computing  the  result,  but  that  the 
inspectors,  in  making  their  written  statement  of  the  result 
required  by  the  statute,  by  mistake  certified  that  Packard 
had  received  eighty-three  votes,  Eoloff  forty-nine  votes,  and 
Binder  twenty-seven  votes,  and  that  said  statement  and  tally 
sheet,  as  well  as  the  ballots  cast,  were  duly  returned  in  a 
sealed  package  to  the  county  clerk ;  that  a  like  mistake  of  five 
votes  was  made  in  the  town  of  Middleton,  another  election 
precinct  of  the  county;  that  the  county  board  of  canvassers 
of  said  county  met  on  September  7th  following  and  canvassed 
the. votes,  and  determined  and  certified,  among  other  things, 
that  Binder  had  received  2,007  votes  and  Packard  2,000 
votes  at  said  primary,  and  adjourned  sine  die;  that  on  Sep- 
tember 19th  following,  the  defendant,  as  county  clerk,  issued 
and  delivered  to  the  relator  a  certificate  of  his  election  as  Ee- 
publican  candidate  for  county  treasurer,  which  relator  still 
holds;  that  afterwards,  on  September  24th,  said  canvassing 
board  pretended  to  meet  again  to  take  further  action,  and 
passed  a  resolution  reciting  that  the  board  had  canvassed  the 
tally  sheets  instead  oj  the  inspectors*  certificates,  that  there 
was  a  discrepancy  between  the  tally  sheets  and  the  certificates 
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-of  the  inspectors,  that  the  tally  sheets  show  the  nomination  of 
Binder  and  the  certificates  the  nomination  of  Packard,  and 
resolving  that  the  certificate  theretofore  issued  to  Binder  be 
rescinded  and  that  a  certificate  of  election  be  issued  to  Pack' 
ard,  in  accordance  with  the  inspectors'  certificates;  that  the 
defendant  declares  and  threatens  that  he  will  print  the  name 
of  Packard  upon  the  official  ballot  and  not  the  name  of  Bin- 
der; that  Binder  actually  received  the  greater  number  of 
votes ;  and  that  the  relator  has  no  other  remedy  in  the  prem- 
ises unless  this  court  entertain  the  action.  A  temporary  in- 
junctional  order  yas  also  prayed  for  and  an  ancillary  writ  of 
•certiorari  directing  the  defendant  to  certify  to  this  court  the 
original  returns  and  ballots. 

The  court  took  this  application  under  advisement,  and  on 
the  10th  day  of  October  denied  the  application  for  leave  to 
xsommence  an  action  in  equity,  but  directed  that  an  alternative 
writ  of  mandamys  issue,  returnable  forthwith,  commanding 
the  defendant  to  place  Binder's  name  on  the  official  ballot  or 
show  cause  to  the  contrary.  An  ancillary  writ  of  certiorari 
to  bring  up  the  records  and  ballots  had  previously  been  issued 
as  prayed  in  the  original  relation,  and  the  said  records  had 
been  returned  when  the  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  was  is- 
sued. 

The  defendant  made  return  to  the  alternative  writ  on  Oc- 
tober 12th,  admitting  the  holding  of  the  primary  election,  the 
•candidacy  of  Binder  and  Packard,  the  discrepancy  between 
the  tally  sheets  and  the  certificates  from  the  precincts  in  ques- 
tion, the  canvass  of  the  returns  by  the  county  canvassing  board, 
^nd  that  "said  canvassing  board  computed  the  numbe*  of 
votes  received  for  said  Binder  and  said  Packard  from  the 
tally  sheets  in  the  first  instance,  with  the  result  as  alleged  in 
fiaid  complaint."  The  return  further  admits  that  the  board 
re-assembled  and  corrected  their  mistake,  and  determined, 
upon  the  inspectors'  certificates,  that  Packard  had  received  a 
majority  of  the  votes,  and  alleges  that  on  the  24th  of  Septem- 
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ber,  1906,  he  executed  and  delivered  a  certificate  of  nomina- 
tion to  Packard,  which  Packard  still  has.  The  return  fur- 
ther alleges  that  the  recount  was  made  on  advice  of  counsel, 
that  Packard  claims  to  have  actually  received  the  greater 
number  of  votes,  and  admits  that,  unless  otherwise  directed, 
he  will  cause  Packard's  name  to  be  printed  on  the  official  bal- 
lot, and  prays  that  the  action  be  dismissed. 

Afterwards,  and  before  argument  of  the  cause,  both  parties 
appeared  in  court  by  their  counsel  and  applied  for  an  order 
appointing  commissioners  to  count  the  ballots  actually  cast. 
This  application  was  also  taken  under  advi^ment,  and  on  Oc- 
tober 15th  was  denied,  and  the  following  statement  of  the 
reasons  for  such  denial  was  filed: 

Pee  Cueiam.  Serious  questions  as  to  the  construction  of 
the  primary  law  and  the  duties  of  executive  officers  thereunder 
may  properly  be  considered  as  questions  affecting  the  preroga- 
tives of  the  state  and  the  liberties  of  the  whole  people,  and  on 
that  account  this  court  may  properly  consider  them  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  its  original  jurisdiction,  because  the  decision  of  such 
questions  necessarily  prescribes  a  rule  of  conduct  for  all  elec- 
tion officers  in  the  state,  though  the  case  in  which  they  arise 
may  affect  only  the  nomination  for  a  local  office.  Especially 
should  this  be  so  held  in  view  of  the  fact  that  an  authoritative 
decision  of  such  questions  could  rarely  be  reached  through  the 
exercise  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction,  on  account  of  the  short- 
ness of  the  time  between  the  primary  election  and  the  general 
election,  when  the  question  must  be  tested,  if  tested  at  aU. 
But  a  controversy  as  to  who  received  the  most  votes  at  a  pri- 
mary election  for  the  nomination  for  a  local  office,  not  involv- 
ing any  construction  of  the  primary  law  itself,  is  not  a  ques- 
tion affecting  prerogatives  of  the  state  or  liberties  of  the  peo- 
ple, so  as  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  the  original  jurisdictioii  of 
this  court  In  the  Binder  Case  the  question  whether  the  cer- 
tificate issued  to  Binder  or  the  one  afterwards  issued  to  Pack- 
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ard  by  the  canvassing  board  is  controlling  upon  the  county 
clerk  in  printing  the  ballots  is  considered  a  question  within 
the  original  jurisdiction  of  this  court ;  but  this  court  will  not 
go  into  the  question  as  to  which  candidate  received  the  most 
votes,  either  by  counting  the  ballots  or  by  taking  other  testi- 
mony. The  court  will  confine  itself  to  the  question  as  to  the 
duty  of  the  coimty  clerk  under  the  primary  law  in  view  of  the 
action  of  the  canvassing  board. 

On  the  16th  day  of  October  the  relator  moved  to  quash  the 
return,  and  the  case  was  argued  by  counsel  and  taken  under 
advisement. 

For  the  relator  there  was  a  brief  signed  by  Tenney,  Hall 
&  Tenney  and  Rufxis  B.  Smith,  and  the  cause  was  argued 
orally  by  Mr.  F.  W.  Hall  and  Mr.  Smith.  To  the  point  that 
the  county  board  of  canvassers,  having  met  pursuant  to  law 
and  canvassed  the  returns  and  declared  that  Binder  had  re- 
ceived the  most  votes  for  nomination  as  county  treasurer,  and 
having  issued  to  him  the  certificate  of  his  nomination,  has  no 
power  to  reconvene  at  a  later  date  and  annul  the  certificate 
and  issue  another  to  Packard,  they  cited  McCrary,  Elections 
(4th  ed.)  §§  267-269;  Bowen  v.  Eixon,  45  Mo.  340;  Oood- 
ing  V.  Wilson,  Dig.  Elec.  Cases  in  Congress  (1871-1876)  79 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Biggs  v.  Churchill,  15  Minn.  455 ;  Clark  v.  Bvr 
chanan,  2  Minn.  346 ;  Bice  v.  Board  of  Canvassers,  50  Kan. 
149 ;  Bosenthal  v.  State  Board  of  Canvassers,  50  Kan.  129 ; 
Crouse  v.  Nixon,  65  Kan.  843 ;  State  ex  rel.  Att'y  Gen.  v. 
Donnewirth,  21  Ohio  St.  216,  220;  State  ex  rel.  Ingerson  v. 
Berry,  14  Ohio  St.  315 ;  In  re  Hearst,  183  K  Y.  274,  76  N. 
E.  28 ;  Smith  v.  Lawrence,  2  S.  Dak.  185,  49  K  W.  7 ;  Crott;- 
ell  V.  Lambert,  10  Minn.  369,  375;  Att'y  Oen.  v.  Board  of 
Co.  Canvassers,  64  Mich.  607,  611,  31  N.  W.  539.  The  tally 
sheets  may  be  considered.  State  ex  rel.  Welty  v.  McPadden, 
46  Neb.  668,  65  K  W.  800. 

Ernest  N.  Warner,  for  the  defendant,  contended,  inter  alia. 
Vol.  129—43 
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that  the  county  board  of  canvassers  had  no  authority  under 
the  statute  to  compute  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  county 
treasurer  except  upon  the  certificates  of  the  inspectors  of  elec- 
tion. Had  it  been  discovered  that  they  were  following  any 
other  rule,  this  court  would  by  mandamus  have  compelled 
them  to  make  their  canvass  from  such  certificates.  Sec.  16, 
cL  451,  Laws  of  1893 ;  sees.  76,  81  et  seq.  Stats.  1898 ;  AU'y 
Oen.  ex  rel.  Carpenter  v.  Ely,  4  Wis.  420 ;  Att'y  Oen.  ex  rel. 
Bash  ford  v.  Bar  stow,  4  Wis.  567.  The  court  will  go  behind 
the  returns.  State  ex  rel.  Burnett  v.  Pierpord,  29  Wis.  608 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Field  v.  Avery,  14  Wis.  122 ;  State  ex  rel.  Ouem- 
sey  V.  Meilike,  81  Wis.  574.  If  the  board  had  not  corrected 
its  error  the  court  would  direct  the  county  clerk  to  print  Pack- 
ard's name  on  the  ballot,  as  upon  the  record  he  is  clearly  the 
nominee.  People  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  Pease,  27  N.  Y.  45 ;  Peo- 
ple ex  reL  Eastman  v.  Seaman,  5  Denio,  409 ;  People  ex  rel. 
Yates  V.  Ferguson,  8  Cow.  102 ;  People  ex  rel.  Van  Voast  v. 
Van  Slych,  4  Cow.  297 ;  People  ex  rel.  Benton  v.  Vail,  20 
Wend.  12 ;  Rex  v.  Vice-Chancellor,  3  Burr.  1647. 

On  October  18th  judgment  was  rendered  quashing  the  re- 
turn and  adjudging  that  the  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus 
issue.     The  following  opinion  was  filed  November  7,  1906 : 

WiNSLOW,  J.  The  importance  of  this  case,  as  being  the 
first  case  involving  the  construction  of  the  new  primary  elec- 
tion law  (ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903),  was  fully  appreciated  by 
this  court  from  its  inception.  It  was  manifest  at  once  that, 
if  any  remedy  were  to  be  given,  it  must  be  given  quiddy  if  it 
were  to  be  effective.  At  the  same  time  it  was  realized  that 
the  importance  of  the  questions  involved  imperatively  de- 
manded deliberate  and  well-considered,  rather  than  hasty,  ac- 
tion. The  court  has  made  an  earnest  effort  to  meet  these  re- 
quirements, and  it  is  the  office  of  this  opinion  to  make  clear, 
if  possible,  the  grounds  upon  which  the  several  orders  and  the 
final  judgment  are  based. 
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The  three  separate  grants  of  jurisdiction  made  by  sec  8, 
art.  Vn,  Const,  are  now  well  understood.  They  are  appel- 
late jurisdiction,  which  enables  this  court  to  revise  finally  the 
decisions  of  inferior  courts  in  all  litigation  brought  to  it  by 
appeal  or  proper  appellate  writ;  superintending  jurisdiction, 
for  the  purpose  of  controlling  the  course  of  ordinary  liti- 
gation in  all  inferior  courts  when  such  courts  overstep  their 
jurisdiction  or  refuse  to  act  within  it  and  there  is  no  other 
adequate  remedy;  and  original  jurisdiction,  to  protect  the  gen- 
eral interests  and  welfare  of  the  state  and  its  people,  which  is 
exercised  by  the  use  of  the  prerogative  and  guofii-prerogative 
writs  named  or  referred  to  in  the  section.  Atfy  Gen.  v.  Blos- 
som, 1  Wis.  317;  AiVy  Gen,  v.  Railroad  Cos.  35  Wis.  425; 
State  ex  rel.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Johnson,  103  Wis.  591, 
611,  79  N.  W.  1081 ;  State  ex  rel.  Cook  v.  Eouser,  122  Wis. 
534,  100  N.  W.  964.  It  is  well  settled,  also,  that  this  origi- 
nal jurisdiction  was  not  given  to  this  court  for  the  primary 
purpose  of  enabling  it  to  entertain  and  decide  mere  private  or 
local  questions,  of  which  the  circuit  court  has  full  jurisdic- 
tion, but  to  make  it  a  court  of  first  resort  on  all  judicial  ques- 
tions "affecting  the  sovereignty  of  the  state,  its  franchises  or 
prerogatives,  or  the  liberties  of  its  people."  Att'y  Gen.  v. 
Railroad  Cos.,  supra.  This  principle  is  important,  and  has 
been  frequently  acted  upon  by  this  court  by  refusing  to  exer- 
cise its  original  jurisdiction  in  cases  involving  mere  private  or 
local  interests.  Jndeed,  were  it  to  be  overlooked  and  the  doors 
opened  to  ordinary  actions,  even  of  great  importance,  it  seems 
very  certain  that  the  volume  of  such  business  would  be  so 
great  as  to  seriously  hamper,  if  not  overwhelm,  the  court  in 
its  effort  to  perform  its  other  constitutional  duties.  In  re 
Mielke,  120  Wis.  501,  98  N.  W.  245. 

The  present  application,  as  at  first  made,  was  an  applica- 
tion for  the  exercise  of  the  last-named  jurisdiction,  by  means 
of  mandatory  as  well  as  restraining  injunction  in  an  action  in 
equity,  and  our  attention  was  first  directed  to  the  question 
whether  the  matters  involved  were  such  as  could  be  properly 
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said  to  affect  the  sovereignty  of  the  state,  its  franchises  or  pre- 
rogatives, or  the  liberties  of  its  people.  Questions  of  the  title 
to  local  public  office,  or  of  performance  of  local  official  duty, 
though  pvhlici  jwris,  are  not  ordinarily  such  questions,  and 
only  in  very  exceptional  cases  will  this  court  entertain  them 
in  the  exercise  of  its  original  jurisdiction.  Att'y  Oen.  v. 
Eau  Claire,  37  Wis.  400 ;  State  ex  rel.  Wood  v.  Baker,  38 
Wis.  71 ;  State  ex  rel.  Cash  v.  Juneau  Co.  38  Wis.  654;  State 
ex  rel.  Badl  v.  Shaughnessey,  86  Wis.  646,  57  N.  W.  1105 ; 
In.  re  Holland,  107  Wis.  178,  83  N.  W.  319.  The  ordinary 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  is  ample  for  such  cases.  It 
did  not  seem  that  any  exceptionally  important  circumstance 
or  fact  was  present  here.  The  bare  question  whether  the  name 
of  Mr.  Binder  or  Mr.  Packard  should  be  placed  on  the  official 
ballot  was  largely  a  personal  question,  important  to  no  one  ex- 
cept the  two  gentlemen  named.  In  any  event  some  person 
presumably  competent  would  be  chosen  treasurer,  and  the  pub- 
lic business  would  be  transacted  without  perceptible  differ- 
ence, or,  if  there  was  any  disturbance  in  the  public  business, 
it  would  concern  only  the  affairs  of  one  municipality.  It  was 
manifestly  an  entirely  different  question  from  that  involved 
in  the  case  of  State  ex  rel.  Cook  v.  Houser,  122  Wis.  534, 100 
N.  W.  964,  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  placing  of  the 
names  of  an  entire  ticket  for  state  officers  upon  the  official  bal- 
lot, thus  probably  affecting  governmental  policies  as  well  as 
business,  and  hence  deemed  to  seriously  affect  the  liberties  of 
the  people.  Thus  it  seemed  to  us  certain  that  the  question 
whether  Mr.  Binder  or  Mr.  Packard  received  the  greater  num- 
ber of  votes  at  the  primaries  was  clearly  not  within  the  lines 
which  have  been  laid  down  within  which  this  court  will  exer- 
cise its  original  jurisdiction. 

It  appeared,  however,  by  the  relation  that  abstract  ques- 
tions were  involved  concerning  the  proper  construction  of  the 
new  primary  election  law  and  the  rights  of  one  holding  a  reg- 
ularly issued  certificate  of  nomination,  and  as  to  such  ques- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


7]  AUGUST  TERM,  1906.  677 

State  ex  rel.  Binder  v.  Goff,  129  Wis.  668. 

tions  there  were  very  different  considerations.  The  primary 
election  law  was  a  new  and  important  law,  operative  in  every 
election  precinct  and  county  of  the  state,  making  a  radical 
change  in  the  conduct  of  all  general  and  municipal  elections, 
and  creating  a  new  office  or  quasi  office,  namely,  the  office  of 
nominated  candidate.  Although  this  new  office  or  right  was 
one  of  very  short  duration  and  carried  but  one  privilege, 
namely,  the  privilege  of  having  the  name  printed  properly  on 
the  official  ballot,  nevertheless  the  right  was  important.  Evi- 
dently any  serious  abstract  question  as  to  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  the  law  clearly  affected  not  only  the  local  candidates 
between  whom  it  might  arise,  but  also  the  operation  of  the  law 
throughout  the  entire  state.  Furthermore,  the  time  within 
which  such  a  question  must  be  tested,  if  at  all,  was  so  brief 
that  it  would  be  rarely  possible  (except  by  consent)  to  obtain 
a  decision  thereon  in  a  trial  court  and  review  thereof  by  this 
court  before  the  right  would  be  lost  and  a  decision  fruitless. 
These  persuasive  considerations  impelled  us  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  court  ought  to  exercise  its  original  jurisdiction  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  such  questions,  for  the  reason  that 
they  were  not  merely  questions  of  local  interest  or  local  official 
duty,  but  concerned  the  duty  of  all  election  officers  in  the 
state,  and  so  affected  the  sovereignty  of  the  state  and  the  lib- 
erties of  the  whole  people. 

But,  if  original  jurisdiction  were  to  be  assumed  for  this 
purpose,  the  question  then  presented  itself  whether  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  Binder  or  Packard  actually  received  the 
more  votes,  though  a  mere  local  controversy,  should  not  be 
also  entertained  and  decided,  as  ancillary  to  the  main  ques- 
tion. The  proposed  action  was  an  action  in  equity,  and  the 
proposed  complaint  alleged  that  Binder  in  fact  received  the 
greater  number  of  votes.  This  allegation  might  well  be  put 
in  issue.  No  reason  was  perceived  why,  if  the  action  were 
allowed  to  proceed  as  an  action  in  equity,  Packard  should  not 
be  interpleaded  for  his  own  protection,  and  be  entitled  to 
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plead  and  prove  that  he  himself  received  the  greater  number 
of  votes,  and  thus  convert  the  action  substantially  into  an  elec- 
tion contest  over  a  nomination  for  a  local  office.  If  this  were 
to  be  done  for  one  it  should  be  done  for  all  in  a  similar  situ- 
ation, and  thus  the  court  would  in  effect  become  a  tribimal  for 
the  settlement  of  all  contests  over  primary  nominations  for  all 
offices,  state  or  local,  or,  in  other  words,  an  appellate  canvass- 
ing board  for  the  entire  state.  The  considerations  before 
mentioned,  and  which  must  be  apparent  to  all,  forbade  such  a 
course,  and  thus  we  reached  the  conclusion  that,  while  we 
would  entertain  and  decide  an  important  question  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  primary  law  and  the  duties  of  local  offi 
cials  thereunder,  we  would  not  entertain  or  decide  the  ques- 
tion as  to  which  of  two  candidates  for  nomination  for  a  local 
office  received  the  greater  number  of  votes.  We  therefore  de- 
clined to  entertain  the  action  in  equity,  which  would  neces- 
sarily open  up  the  whole  field  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  election, 
the  legality  of  the  votes  cast,  and  the  number  cast  for  each, 
and  directed  simply  the  issuance  of  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandamus,  not  for  the  purpose  of  settling  an  election  contest, 
for  mandamtis  is  not  so  used,  but  only  to  determine  the  duty 
of  the  county  clerk  upon  the  record  before  him  as  to  the  print- 
ing of  the  official  ballot.  By  this  course  it  seemed  certain 
that  the  questions  over  which  this  court  should  assume  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  would  be  clearly  .presented,  without  embar- 
rassment from  the  presence  of  other  issues  and  claims  not 
germane  to  the  question  of  the  proper  construction  of  the 
primary  law. 

In  so  holding  we  are  not  unmindful  of  the  general  principle 
laid  down  in  State  ex  reL  Board  of  Ed,  v.  Hunter,  111  Wis. 
682,  87  N.  W.  485,  that  mandamxLS  will  not  generally  be 
available  in  advance  of  the  time  when  a  duty  is  to  be  per- 
formed, nor  of  the  fact  that  the  county  clerk  is  not  required 
by  law  to  print  the  official  ballots  until  four  days  before  the 
general  election,  and  hence  that  no  duty  would  be  actually  due 


Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


7]  AUGUST  TEEM,  1906.  679 

^    State  ex  reL  Kinder  v.  Goff,  129  Wis.  668. 

at  the  time  of  the  issuance  of  the  alternative  writ.  But  it 
was  recognized  in  that  case  that  extreme  cases  might  well 
arise  demanding  the  use  of  mandamus  to  control  the  perform- 
ance of  prospective  duties,  and  it  seemed  to  us  that  this  was 
just  such  a  case.  The  act  to  be  controlled  here  was  necessarily 
required  to  be  done  within  a  little  more  than  three  weeks,  and 
it  might  legally  be  performed  at  once.  Under  the  allegations 
of  the  proposed  complaint  or  relation  the  county  clerk  had 
already  made  his  determination  and  was  threatening  to  carry 
it  out  There  was  no  provision  for  a  recount  of  the  ballots  by 
any  board  or  officer,  except  in  an  action  of  quo  warranto  or 
other  proper  proceeding  to  contest  an  election ;  no  such  action 
or  contest  being  then  pending  or  practically  possible  within 
the  limited  available  time.  Sec.  80,  Stats.  1898,  as  amended 
by  ch.  287,  Laws  of  1905.  If  the  relator^s  position  was  cor- 
rect, the  county  clerk  was  about  to  disobey  the  law,  eliminate 
the  relator^s  name  from  the  official  ballot,  and  effectually  de- 
stroy his  right  to  hkve  his  name  go  before  the  people  as  a  can- 
didate. Moreover,  if  the  writ  were  delayed  until  four  days 
before  election  it  would  be  fruitless.  No  hearing  or  judg- 
ment could  then  be  obtained  in  time  to  be  of  any  use.  Under 
these  circumstances  we  found  little  difficulty  in  reaching  the 
conclusion  that  an  exceptional  case  was  made,  justifying,  and 
even  requiring,  the  use  of  the  writ  to  control  prospective 
action  on  the  part  of  a  public  officer.  For  the  reasons  given 
the  court  refused  to  entertain  an  action  in  equity  which  would 
be  substantially  an  action  to  contest  the  election,  and  ordered 
the  issuance  of  its  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  to  determine 
simply  the  duty  of  the  county  clerk  upon  the  record  before 
him,  and  for  the  same  reasons  the  court  refused  the  subse- 
quent application  to  coimt  the  ballots. 

Upon  the  allegations  of  the  relation,  the  writ,  and  the  re- 
turn, there  is  no  substantial  contest  as  to  the  facts.  The  elec- 
tion inspectors,  according  to  a  well-known  custom,  returned  the 
tally  sheets  which  had  been  furnished  them,  with  their  cer- 
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tified  statements  of  results,  to  the  county  clerk.  The  tally 
sheets  in  two  precincts  did  not  agree  with  the  certified  state- 
ments, and  the  difference  was  such  that  if  the  tally  sheet 
results  were  accepted  Binder  was  nominated,  and  if  the  certi- 
fied statements  were  accepted  Packard  was  nominated.  The 
county  board  of  canvassers  duly  met,  canvassed  the  returns, 
discovered  the  discrepancies,  and  accepted  the  tally  sheet  re- 
sults in  the  two  precincts,  declared  Binder  nominated,  and 
adjourned  sine  die.  The  county  derk  issued  and  delivered  a 
certificate  of  election  to  Binder.  Some  days  afterwards  the 
board  of  canvassers,  upon  advice  of  counsel  and  of  their  own 
motion,  reconvened,  assumed  to  recanvass  the  vote,  accepting 
the  certified  statements  instead  of  the  tally  sheets,  resolved 
that  their  former  action  be  rescinded,  and  declared  Packard 
nominated,  and  the  clerk  issued  a  certificate  of  election  to 
Packard.  Upon  these  admitted  facts,  in  view  of  the  absence 
of  any  statutory  provision  for  recount  of  the  ballots  except  in 
an  election  contest,  and  in  view  of  the  absence  of  contest  and 
the  apparent  impossibility  of  the  prosecution  and  determina- 
tion of  such  a  contest  within  the  time  available  for  such  pur- 
pose, what  name  should  the  county  clerk  place  upon  the  official 
ballot?  This  is  the  question  presented  by  the  motion  to 
quash  the  return,  and  its  determination  requires,  in  the  first 
place,  consideration  of  the  provisions  of  the  primary  election 
law  which  govern  the  canvass  of  votes.  Upon  this  subject  the 
law  does  not  purport  to  contain  a  complete  system  of  pro- 
cedure, but  attempts  to  adopt  the  methods  provided  by  law 
for  the  canvass  of  the  returns  of  the  general  election  in  No- 
vember. Sec.  16  (ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903,  as  amended)  pro- 
vides that  the  canvass  of  votes  shall,  except  as  therein  other- 
wise provided,  be  made  in  the  same  manner  and  by  the  same 
officers  as  the  canvass  of  an  election.  It  further  provides, 
after  prescribing  the  duties  of  precinct  canvassers,  that  the 
"county  canvass  .  .  .  shall  be  made  by  the  same  officers  and 
in  the  manner  provided  in  ch.  6,  Stats.  1898,  for  the  canvass 
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of  the  returns  of  a  November  election."     Sec  25  further  pro- 
vides: 

"The  provisions  of  the  statutes  now  in  force  in  relation  to 
the  holding  of  elections,  the  solicitation  of  voters  at  the  poUs, 
the  challenging  of  votes,  the  manner  of  conducting  elections, 
of  counting  the  ballots  and  making  return  thereof,  and  all 
other  kindred  subjects,  shall  apply  to  all  primaries  in  so  far 
as  they  are  consistent  with  this  act,  the  intent  of  this  act  be- 
ing to  place  the  primary  under  the  regulation  and  protection 
of  the  laws  now  in  force  as  to  elections." 

The  intention  to  import  into  the  primary  law  all  provisions 
of  the  general  laws  relative  to  the  canvassing  of  the  returns, 
not  inconsistent  with  special  provisions  of  the  primary  law, 
oannot  be  mistaken.  Turning  to  the  general  statutes  we  find 
that  the  subject  of  the  county  canvass  is  covered  by  sees.  81 
•to  88,  inclusive,  Stats.  1898.  Sec.  81  provides  for  the  meet- 
ing of  the  board  and  of  whom  it  shall  be  composed;  sec  82 
provides  for  the  opening  of  the  returns  and  the  procurement 
of  amended  returns  in  case  of  informalities  or  defects ;  sees. 
83  and  84  provide  for  the  actual  canvass,  the  determination 
of  results,  the  making  of  a  certified  statement  of  such  results, 
and  the  publication  thereof;  sec  85  requires  the  clerk  to  im- 
mediately make  out  a  certificate  of  election  for  each  successful 
candidate  and  deliver  the  same  to  him  on  application ;  sees. 
86  and  87  provide  for  the  making  of  duplicate  statements  as 
to  other  than  county  officers;  and  sec.  88  provides  for  the  can- 
vass of  the  returns  upon  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
or  other  question  submitted  to  the  people.  These  are  the  pro- 
visions governing  the  county  canvass  of  the  returns  of  a 
November  election,  and  the  primary  law  says  that  the  canvass 
of  the  returns  of  the  primary  election  shall  be  made  by  the 
•same  officers  and  in  the  same  manner;  and,  further,  that  the 
provisions  of  the  general  statutes  relating  to  the  conduct  of 
elections,  the  counting  of  ballots,  the  making  of  returns,  and 
«K  other  kindred  subjects  shall  apply  to  primary  elections. 
Is  the  execution  and  delivery  of  a  certificate  of  election  to  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


682         SUPKEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.       [Nov. 
State  ex  rel.  Kinder  v.  Goff,  129  Wis.  668. 

successful  candidate  one  of  the  provisions  thus  imported  into 
the  primary  law  ?  The  county  clerk  so  construed  the  law  in 
the  present  instance,  and  we  think  rightly.  We  think  it  quite 
clear,  from  inspection  of  the  general  statutes,  that  the  legisla- 
ture regarded  the  execution  of  the  certificate  of  election  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  coimty  canvass.  The  section  providing 
for  it  is  included  within  the  subdivision  of  ch.  5,  Stats.  1898, 
which  bears  -the  heading  "County  Canvass."  The  execution 
of  the  certificate  is  an  act  which  might  well  be  done  by  the 
whole  board,  and  in  many  jurisdictions  is  so  done ;  but  even 
though  not  required  to  be  done  by  the  whole  board,  it  is  re- 
quired to  be  done  by  the  county  cleric,  who  is,  when  able  to 
act,  required  to  be  a  member  of  the  board.  It  is  also  required 
to  be  done  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the  certified 
statement  of  results  and  apparently  as  the  necessary  final  act 
attendant  upon  that  result.  As  we  have  seen,  the  necessary 
effect  of  the  primary  law  is  to  give  an  official  character  and 
standing  to  a  man  who  has  received  the  plurality  of  the  votes 
of  his  party  at  a  primary  election.  It  may  not  be  strictly 
accurate  to  call  him  a  public  ofiicer,  but  the  law  gives  him  a 
certain  and  definite  legal  standing  and  endows  him  with  at 
least  one  valuable  privilege  or  right  which  he  may  enforce. 
Until  the  time  of  the  election  he  is  guaranteed,  and  in  fact 
holds,  a  recognized  legal  position,  which  may  be  called,  in  de- 
fault of  a  better  term,  a  qv/i&i  office,  namely,  that  of  a  nomi- 
nated candidate.  The  giving  of  a  certificate  of  election  to  a 
man  who  has  received  the  necessary  plurality  at  a  primary 
election,  upon  the  determination  of  that  fact  by  the  proper 
board,  is  entirely  logical;  in  fact,  just  as  logical  as  the  giving 
of  a  certificate  of  election  to  a  man  who  h^  received  the  ma- 
jority of  the  votes  for  an  ordinary  office.  His  rights  under  it 
are  not  so  valuable  and  last  a  shorter  time,  but  they  are  sub- 
stantial. In  view,  therefore,  of  the  provisions  of  the  general 
statutes  which  make  the  execution  of  the  certificate  a  part  of 
the  county  canvass,  and  the  very  sweeping  sections  which  in- 
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corporate  these  provisions  into  the  primary  law,  we  conclude 
that  the  law  contemplates  the  execution  of  a  certificate  of  elec- 
tion  to  the  duly  nominated  primary  candidate. 

From  this  conclusion  it  naturally  follows  that  such  a  cer- 
tificate must  be  given  like  effect,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  a  nomi- 
nated candidate  are  concerned,  as  a  certificate  of  election  to 
an  ordinary  office.  This  court  has  held  that  one  who  has  been 
declared  by  the  proper  canvassing  board  to  have  been  elected 
to  an  office,  and  has  received  the  proper  certificate  of  election 
and  didy  qualified,  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  office 
and  its  property  and  emoluments  as  against  all  the  world  ex- 
cept a  de  facto  officer  already  in  possession  under  color  of 
authority,  and  that  this  right  persists  until  a  different  result 
is  reached  in  a  quo  warranto  action  or  other  proper  proceeding 
to  contest  the  right  of  the  certificate  holder.  State  ex  reL 
Jones  V.  Oates,  86  Wis.  634,  67  K  W.  296 ;  State  ex  rel  Mc- 
Coale  V.  Kersten,  118  Wis.  287,  95  N.  W.  120.  If  this  prin- 
ciple be  applied  to  the  present  case,  and  we  see  no  reason  why 
it  should  not  be  so  applied,  it  is  decisive  in  favor  of  Binder's 
right  to  have  his  name  placed  upon  the  ticket.  ISo  act  of 
qualification  is  required  of  a  candidate  nominated  at  a  pri- 
mary election.  So,  when  the  vote  has  been  canvassed  by  the 
proper  board  and  he  has  received  his  certificate,  he  is  at  once 
in  possession  of  his  quasi  office  so  far  as  any  one  can  be  in 
possession  of  it,  and  entitled  to  its  single  privilege,  namely, 
the  right  to  have  his  name  put  on  the  official  ballot  in  the 
proper  place,  as  against  all  the  world,  until  in  some  proper 
action  or  proceeding  to  contest  his  right  it  is  decided  that  an- 
other person  was  in  fact  nominated.  It  is  not  necessary  now 
to  decide  what  action  might  be  brought  to  contest  his  prima 
facie  right.  No  reason  is  perceived  why  q\io  warranto  pro- 
ceedings would  not  be  the  proper  remedy ;  but  it  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  no  action  of  any  kind  has  been  brought  or  is  pending 
to  test  the  relator's  prima  facie  title.  !S"or  is  it  seen  how  any 
voluntary  action  of  the  canvassing  board  in  coming  together 
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again  and  attempting  to  rescind  their  former  action  and  be- 
stow the  title  to  the  office  upon  another  can  affect  the  relator's 
prima  facie  title  to  the  quasi  office  of  which  he  was  in  posses- 
sion. It  would  hardly  be  claimed  for  a  moment  that  the  in- 
cumbent of  an  ordinary  office,  who  had  qualified  and  taken 
possession  of  it  under  a  certificate  of  election,  could  be  ousted 
of  his  right  by  a  resolution  passed  at  a  second  meeting  of  the 
canvassing  board.  He  is  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings  of 
the  canvassing  board,  nor  can  such  proceedings  be  called  an 
action  or  proceedings  to  contest  an  election.  We  are  not  now 
attempting  to  decide  whether  the  canvassing  board  had  any 
power  to  re-assemble  and  make  a  second  canvass,  or  whether 
they  could  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  mandamus.  These  are 
questions  concerning  which  there  is  some  conflict  in  the  de- 
cisions. 15  Cyc  383,  384,  and  notes  89-91.  We  simply 
hold  that,  where  a  canvass  has  been  made  and  a  certificate 
issued,  the  certificate  holder  cannot  be  deprived  of  his  primu 
facie  right  to  the  office  by  any  subsequent  action  of  the  can- 
vassing board.  His  right  must  be  contested  and  set  aside  in 
ft  proper  action  or  proceeding  brought  for  the  purpose,  and 
until  this  has  been  done  mmidamus  will  lie  to  place  him  in 
possession  of  the  property  and  privileges  of  the  office  to  which 
he  has  prim^  facie  title.  These  considerations  seem  to  us  to 
demonstrate  that  the  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  should 
issue,  requiring  the  county  clerk  to  place  the  name  of  the  re- 
lator upon  the  official  ballot 

Before  closing  this  opinion  it  seems  not  improper  to  say 
that  the  present  case  must  serve  to  bring  sharply  to  attention 
the  fact  that  there  is  no  provision  made  in  the  primary  law 
for  the  speedy  settlement  of  contests  arising  over  primary 
elections.  The  frequency  with  which  such  questions  are  lia- 
ble to  arise  is  apparent,  and  the  practical  impossibility  of 
settling  them  by  means  of  ordinary  processes  of  law  in  the 
courts,  by  reason  of  the  very  limited  time  within  which  they 
must  be  settled,  seems  equally. apparent.     It  would  seem  the 
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part  of  legislative  wisdom  to  provide  some  tribunal  dothed 
with  the  power  to  entertain  and  finally  decide  in  a  speedy 
manner  all  such  questions ;  otherwise,  there  is  certainly  dan- 
ger of  rights  being  lost  and  injustice  done  simply  because  no 
remedy  is  provided. 

By  the  Covrt. — The  demurrer  to  the  return  is  sustained, 
and  the  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  is  adjudged  to  issue 
as  prayed  in  the  relation.  The  certiorari  proceedings  are  dis- 
missed, without  costs. 
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Of  lease.    See  Lahdlobd  akd  Tenant,  2,  3. 
Of  office.    See  Officebs,  2. 
Acceptance. 
Of  offer.    See  CJontbacts,  1. 
Of  surrender  of  lease.    See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  8. 

ACTION. 

Separate  causes  of  action:  Pleading.    See  Libel  and  Slander,  6. 

By  whom  may  te  'brought  or.  maintained.  See  Contracts,  9.  Injunc- 
tion, 1,  2.    Schools. 

Commencement.    See  Process. 

Limitations.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  3. 

At  law  or  in  equity?  See  Contribution,  1.  Courts,  5.  Injunction, 
2,  5,  6.    Married  Women,  1,  2.    Replevin.    Schools. 

Termination.    See  Cancellation  of  Instruments. 

Adequate  Remedy  at  Law.    See  Injunction,  2.    Schools,  2. 

Adjournments.    See  Courts,  1,  2. 

Administrators.  See  Appeal,  17-20.  Infants.  Married  Women,  4. 
Wills,  4,  5. 

Adoption  of  child.    See  Wills,  2. 

Affidavit. 

Of  mailing  summons,  etc    See  Divorce,  1. 

Of  service  of  notice.    See  Drains,  5. 

After  sale  under  mortgage.    See  Chattel  Mortoaqes. 

Evidence  of  proper  execution.    See  Perjury,  1,  2. 
Agency.    See  Principal  and  Agent. 
Ambiguity  in  note.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 

Amendment  of  pleading.  See  Appeal,  8,  9,  18.  Gaming,  1.  Re- 
plevin. 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 

Decisions  reviewable:  Appealable  orders. 

1.  In  a  proceeding  to  establish  a  drainage  district  a  decision  in 

writing  that  commissioners  be  appointed  was  made  before,  but 
the  formal  order  appointing  such  commissioners  was  not  en- 
tered until  five  days  after,  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905,  went  into 
effect  Held,  that  the  appealability  of  such  order  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  law  as  it  stood  prior  to  said  act  of  1905.  In  re 
Horicon  Drainage  District,  42 

2.  Even  prior  to  the  enactment  of  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905,  an  order 

appointing  commissioners  in  drainage  proceedings  was  not  "a 
final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right"  within  the  meaning  of 
Bubd.  2,  sec.  3069,  Stats.  1898,  and  was  therefore  not  appealable. 

Ibid. 
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3.  In  proceedings  for  the  organization  of  a  drainage  district  ^e 

court,  under  sec.  1379 — 18»  Stats.  1898»  as  amended  by  ch.  43, 
Laws  of  1901,  refused  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  commission- 
ers and  condemned  the  drainage  system  proposed  by  them  on 
the  ground  that  it  would  impair  the  nayigability  of  a  river  and 
destroy  a  lake,  but  refused  to  dismiss  the  proceedings,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  not  shown  that  there  was  no  other  way,  not 
open  to  such  objections,  of  effecting  the  drainage  in  question. 
Held,  that  the  order  was  "a  final  order  aftecting  a  substantial 
right,"  and  therefore  appealable  under  subd.  2,  sec.  3069,  Stats. 
1898.    In  re  Dancy  Drainage  District,  129 

Notice  of  appeal:  Direction:  Service, 

4.  The  notice  of  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court,  under  sec.  3049, 

Stats.  1898,  need  not  be  in  form  directed  to  the  clerk  of  the  cir- 
cuit court;  and  the  filing  of  such  notice  with  said  clerk  is  a 
sufficient  service  upon  him.    Zahorka  v,  Oeith,  498 

Undertaking  on  appeal  from  county  court.    See  Appeal,  20. 

Exceptions,    See  CbiminaI  Law,  4.    Referencb,  3. 

Questions  considered:  Assignment  of  errors, 

5.  Where  it  is  not  assigned  as  error  that  the  findings  of  the  trial 

court  are  not  supported  by  the  evidence,  the  supreme  court  ia 
warranted  in  not  considering  that  question.  My  Laundry  Co. 
V,  Schmeling,  597 

Same:  Matters  not  argued. 

6.  Exceptions  merely  enumerated  in  an  appellant's  brief,  but  not 

deemed  worthy  of  specific  consideration  by  counsel,  will  not  be 
considered.    Roedler  v.  C,  M.  d  St,  P,  R,  Co.  270 

7.  Generally  an  assignment  of  error  without  any  attempt  to  support 

it  by  argument  in  the  brief  or  orally  will  not  be  considered  on 
appeal.    My  Laundry  Co,  v,  Schmeling,  597 

Objections  in  lower  court:  Waiver:  Pleading  deemed  amended.    See 
Gami2^o,  1. 

8.  Where  in  Justice's  court  the  answer  was  held  to  contain  a  suffi- 

cient denial  of  plaintiffs  claim  and  the  evidence  thereunder 
was  received  without  objection,  and  upon  appeal  the  circuit 
court  treated  the  answer  as  sufficient  or  as  having  been  amended 
to  conform  to  the  evidence,  it  will  be  so  treated  upon  appeal  to 
the  supreme  court.    Donner  v.  Qenz,  245 

9.  Refusal  to  allow  a  proper  amendment  of  an  answer  was  not  a 
-    prejudicial  error,  where  evidence  was  admitted  as  though  the 

amendment  had  been  made;  and  on  appeal  it  will  be  deemed  to 
have  been  made.    Seifen  v.  Racine,  343 

Revie%D:  Presumptions. 

10.  The  decision  of  the  trial  court  as  to  whether  matter  is  admissi- 

ble in  evidence  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm  is  to  be  treated  as 
correct  unless  manifestly  wrong.    Johnson  v.  State,  146 

11.  Where  a  deed  was  in  evidence  and  is  referred  to,  but  not  in- 

cluded, in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  a  finding  of  the  trial  court 
that  by  such  deed  the  grantee  assumed  pasrment  of  a  certain 
mortgage  on  the  land  as  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  con- 
veyance will  be  presumed  to  be  correct    Patterson  v.  Cappon, 

439 
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Same:  Questions  of  fact.    See  Bastardy,  2. 

12.  The  rule  that  findings  of  fact  by  the  circuit  court  will  not  be  dis- 

turbed on  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  unless  they  are  against 
the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  applicable  to  a  case 
determined  in  the  circuit  court  upon  the  record  of  a  Justice  of 
the  peace  before  whom  the  original  trial  was  had.  Nothing  in 
sec.  3769,  Stats.  1898,  conflicts  with  that  rule.  Fintel  v.  Cook, 
88  Wis.  485,  explained.    Donner  v,  Genz,  245 

13.  Although  findings  in  a  special  verdict  may  be  against  a  clear 

preponderance  of  the  evidence,  they  will  not  be  disturbed  on 
appeal  if  the  evidence,  considered  in  tjie  light  most  favorable 
to  the  successful  party  which  it  will  legitimately  bear,  is  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  them.    Roedler  v.  C,  M,  d  8t,  P.  R.  Co,         270 

Dismissal  for  want  of  prosecution.    See  Appeal,  17. 

Afllrmance  and  reversal:  Material  and  immaterial  errors.  See  Ap- 
peal, 9.  Contempt,  1,  3.  Contkacts,  15-17.  Costs,  2.  Libel 
AND  Slandeb,  13.  Negligence,  1,  3,  4.  Perjury,  3.  Refer- 
ence, 1.    Trial,  8. 

14.  Error  in  the  admission  of  evidence  is  immaterial  where,  even 

without  such  evidence,  the  findings  of  the  trial  court  are  abun- 
dantly supported.    Boyle  v,  Rohinsont  567 

15.  In  an  action  to  restrain  the  violation  of  a  contract,  the  exclusion 

of  certain  evidence  offered  to  show  that  the  clause  alleged  to 
have  been  violated  had  been  included  in  the  contract  by  fraud 
is  held  not  to  have  been  harmful  error,  in  view  of  the  evidence 
which  was  admitted  and  of  the  findings  of  the  court.  My  Laun- 
dry Co,  V,  Schmeling,  597 

No  appearance  hy  respondent:  Reversal:  Effect, 

16.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  appellant  and  files  a  brief,  if  there  is  no  ap- 

pearance by  the  respondent  this  court,  on  appellant's  motion, 
will  reverse  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from  with  the  same 
effect  as  if  the  appeal  had  been  heard  and  all  questions  raised 
by  the  appellant  decided  in  his  favor  on  the  merits.  Oma  v. 
Wilkinson,  11^ 

Costs,    See  Costs,  3. 

Appeal  from  county  court. 

17.  Refusal  of  the  circuit  court  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution, 

under  sec.  4038,  Stats.  1898,  an  appeal  from  county  court  which 
had  been  pending  about  five  years,  is  held  not  to  have  been  an 
abuse  of  discretion,  it  appearing  that  said  time  had  been  largely 
consumed  in  litigation  of  other  cognate  matters  proper  to  be 
settled  before  proceeding  with  the  appeal,  and  in  negotiations 
for  settlement,  and  that  there  had  been  destruction  of  papers 
and  other  matters,  all  tending  to  show  that  the  delay  was  not 
unreasonable.    Parsons  v.  Balson,  311 

18.  A  petition  asking  that  an  order  admitting  a  destroyed  will  to* 

probate  be  set  aside  because  of  the  failure  of  the  guardian  ad 
litem  of  petitioner  (an  infant  heir  of  the  testator)  to  call  the 
court's  attention  to  undisputed  facts  showing  revocation  of  the 
will,  was  denied  by  the  county  court  Held,  that  on  appeal  the 
circuit  court  properly  allowed  an  amendment  of  the  petition, 
setting  up  the  claim  of  the  petitioner  as  an  after-born  child  and 
asking  that  an  order  assigning  the  real  estate  in  accordance 
with  the  will  be  also  set  aside.  Ihid. 

Vol.  129  —  44 
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19.  No  appeal  from  the  last-mentioned  order  was  necessary  In  such 

a  case,  since  it  must  fall  if  the  probate  of  the  will  should  be 
set  aside.  Ibid. 

20.  On  appeal  from  a  county  court  to  the  circuit  court,  an  undertak- 

ing conforming  strictly  to  sec.  4032,  Stats.  189S,  and  approved 
as  to  form,  amount,  and  sufficiency  of  sureties  by  the  county 
court,  was  sufficient  to  give  the  circuit  court  jurisdiction,  al- 
though it  did  not  run  "to  the  judge  of  the  county  court"  for  the 
security  and  benefit  of  all  persons  interested,  under  sec  4013. 
Zahorka  v.  Oeith,  498 

Appeal  from  justice's  ccfurt.    See  Appeal,  12. 

Appealable  Orders.    See  Appeal,  1-3. 

Appointment  to  office.    See  Officers,  1. 

Architects.    See  Building  Contracts,  6.    Liens,  4. 

Arguments  to  Jury.    See  Contracts,  17. 

Assessment  for  taxation.    See  Taxation,  11-15. 

Assessment  of  benefits,  etc.    See  Drains,  6-9. 

Assignment. 
Of  mortgage.    See  Mortgages,  1. 
Of  proceeds  of  timber.    See  Indians. 

Assumption  of  Risk.    See  Negligence,  4.    Trial,  13. 

Attorneys  at  Law.    See  Champerty.    Jury.    Towns.    Witnesses. 

Attorneys*  Fees:  When  recoverable.    See  Contempt,  4. 

Ballots.    See  Courts,  4,  5.    Elections.    Mandamus. 

Banking  Department.    See  Civil  Service  Laws. 

Banks  and  Banking.    See  Pledges. 

BASTARDY. 

1.  In  a  bastardy  proceeding  paternity  cannot  be  established  beyond 

reasonable  doubt  against  the  defendant  if  it  appears  that  the 
prosecutrix  had  intercourse  with  another  man  at  a  time  con- 
sistent with  the  latter's  responsibility  for  the  pregnancy.  A 
clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  to  estab- 
lish such  intercourse.    Busse  v.  State,  171 

2.  A  conviction  by  the  court  without  a  jury  in  a  bastardy  proceed- 

ing will  be  reversed  if  contrary  to  a  clear  and  definite  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence.  Ibid. 

Bill  of  Exceptions.    See  Appeal,  11.    Criminal  Law,  4. 

Bill  op  Particulars.    See  Gaming,  4. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

Execution:  Signature  in  representative  capacity:  Parol  evidence, 
1.  A  note  read:  "Four  months  after  date  the  Northwestern  Straw 
Works  promise  to  pay,"  etc.,  and  was  signed 

"The  Northwestern  Straw  Works, 

"E.  R.  Stillman,  Treas. 
"John  W.  Mariner." 
Mariner  was  the  secretary  of  the  corporation,  duly  authorized 
to  sign  notes  on  its  behalf.    Held: 

(1)  The  signature  of  Mariner  was  not  "so  placed"  on  the  in- 
strument as  to  make  it  doubtful  in  what  capacity  he  intended  to 
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sign,  wlthlo  the  meaning  of  subd.  6,  sec.  1675—17,  of  the  Nego- 
tiable Instrument  Law  (ch.  356,  Laws  of  1899),  providing  that  a 
person  whose  signature  is  so  placed  Is  to  be  deemed  an  Indorser. 

(2)  It  appearing  from  the  instrument  itself  that  Mariner 
placed  his  signature  thereon  as  maker,  either  individually  or  in 
a  representative  capacity,  sec.  1677 — 3  does  not  apply. 

(3)  Whether  the  note  itself  showed  that  Mariner  signed  on 
behalf  of  the  corporation  and  is  therefore  not  personally  liable 
thereon,  under  sec.  1675 — 20,  not  determined. 

(4)  If  sec.  1675 — 20  does  not  apply,  the  note  was  ambiguous 
upon  its  face  as  to  Mariner,  and  parol  evidence  that  he  signed 
merely  in  his  representative  capacity  and  as  agent  for  the  cor- 
poration was  admissible,  even  as  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  the  note  for  value  before  its  maturity.  Oermania  Nat.  Bank 
17.  Mariner,  544 

Notes  executed  by  toife  with  husband.    See  Married  Women,  1,  2. 

Duress:  Fraud. 

2.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  not  to  show  that  a  note  was  exe- 

cuted under  duress,  but  to  be  suflacient  to  take  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  its  execution  was  induced  by  false  and  fraudu- 
lent representations.    Hodge  v.  Wallace,  84 

Maturity  upon  default  in  payment  of  interest:  Rights  of  transferee. 

3.  A  note  providing  expressly  that  delinquency  in  payment  of  any 

interest  "shall  cause  the  whole  note  to  immediately  become  due 
and  collectible,"  becomes  due  in  such  case  absolutely,  not 
merely  at  the  option  of  the  holder,  and  one -thereafter  ^klng 
the  note  from  the  payee  takes  It  subject  to  the  equities  between 
the  original  parties.    Hodge  v.  Wallace,  84 

Payment  and  discharge.    See  Principal  and  Agent. 

Obtaining  note  by  false  pretenses.    See  False  Pretenses. 

Board  of  Canvassers.    See  Elections. 

Board  of  EiDucATioN.    See  Schools. 

Board  of  Review.    See  Taxation,  11-13. 

Books. 
Of  corporation:  Compelling  production.    See  Taxation,  19. 
Text  books:  Illegal  change.    See  Schools. 

BOUNDARIES. 

1.  The  grantee  of  a  lot  in  a  recorded  plat  takes  title  to  the  center 

of  an  adjoining  street,  subject  to  the  public  easement,  even 
where  the  lot  is  described  by  metes  and  bounds  extending  to 
the  line  of  the  street,  although  without  express  reference  to 
such  street,  and  also  where  the  lot  is  described  as  bounded  by 
the  street.    Wegge  v.  Madler,  412 

2.  In  a  conveyance  of  part  of  a  lot,  described  by  metes  and  bounds, 

the  expression  "the  northwest  comer  of"  the  lot  is  held  to  mean 
the  point  at  the  intersection  of  the  south  and  east  lines  respec- 
tively of  the  two  streets  at  the  comer  of  the  lot  and  not  the 
point  at  the  intersection  of  the  center  lines  of  such  streets. 

Ibid. 
Briefs.    See  Appeal,  6,  7. 
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BUILDING  CONTRACTS 
See  Lie:7S,  4. 

1.  Damages  which  a  contractor  was  entitled  to  recover  from  a  sub- 

contractor for  delay  In  furnishing  materials  are  held  not  to 
have  been  waived  by  the  making  of  a  later  agreement  between 
the  owner  and  contractor  providing  for  enlarging  the  building 
(then  not  completed)  at  an  Increased  price  and  for  an  extension 
of  the  time  for  its  completion,  and  further  providing  that  the 
contractor  should  make  certain  payments  In  lieu  of  the  penalty 
Incurred  for  failure  to  complete  the  building  on  time,  but  mak- 
ing no  provision  as  to  any  damages  which  the  contractor  might 
have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  delay.  Modem  Bteel  8,  Co.  v. 
English  C.  Co.  31 

2.  Where  it  was  understood  that,  in  regular  course,  structural  iron 

would  be  needed  to  work  into  a  building  In  the  early  part  of  a 
building  season,  a  subcontractor  who  had  agreed  to  furnish 
such  iron  as  It  might  be  wanted  and  had  been  expressly  directed 
in  July  to  furnish  some  of  It  immediately,  but  failed  to  furnish 
it  until  the  latter  part  of  November,  when  the  building  season 
had  practically  closed,  was  liable  to  the  principal  contractor  for 
the  damages  caused  by  such  delay,  even  though  he  had  been 
unable  sooner  to  obtain  the  iron  from  the  manufacturers.    Ibid. 

3.  Payment  of  a  large  sum  by  a  contractor  to  a  subcontractor  under 

circumstances  which  warranted  the  contractor  in  believing  that 
the  money  was  accepted  on  the  condition  that  his  losses  from 
delays  on  the  part  of  the  subcontractor  would  be  adjusted  later, 
did  not  amount  to  a  waiver  of  the  claim  for  damages  on  ac- 
count of  such  delays.  Ibid. 

4.  The  fact  that  pa.ymeixt  by  a  contractor  to  employees  and  subcon- 

tractors of  the  amounts  they  actually  lost  by  reason  of  delays 
caused  by  another  subcontractor  was  made  without  notice  to 
the  latter  does  not  preclude  the  contractor  from  recovering  such 
amounts  as  damages  from  the  subcontractor  who  caused  the  de- 
lay, it  being  still  open  to  the  latter,  notwithstanding  the  pay- 
ment, to  contest  such  claims  in  every  respect  Ibid. 

5.  Where  the  Inability  of  a  contractor  to  complete  a  building  at  the 

agreed  time  was  caused  by  a  subcontractor's  breach  of  his  agree- 
ment to  furnish  material,  and  the  contractor.  In  lieu  of  the  pen- 
alty incurred,  was  required  to  pay  the  salary  of  the  superin- 
tendent thenceforward  until  the  completion  of  the  building,  the 
amount  which  he  was  so  required  to  pay  was  a  proper  counter- 
claim against  the  claim  of  the  subcontractor  against  him.    Ibid. 

G.  A  provision  In  a  building  contract  that  the  superintendent  should 
determine  "the  amount  of  damages  which  may  have  accrued 
from  any  6ause"  and  that  his  certificate  and  decision  should  be 
binding  and  conclusive  In  all  matters,  is  held  to  apply  only  to 
the  owner  and  principal  contractor  and  not  to  have  become  a 
part  of  a  subcontractor's  agreement.  Stein  v.  McCarthy,  120 
Wis.  288,  distinguished.  Ibid. 

7.  After  his  failure  to  complete  a  building  at  the  agreed  time, 
caused  by  a  subcontractor's  delay  in  furnishing  materials,  a  con- 
tractor made  a  new  agreement  to  construct,  for  an  additional 
consideration,  certain  parts  of  the  building  not  included  in  his 
original  contract  Held,  that  he  could  not  recover  from  the 
subcontractor  for  time  spent  in  doing  the  new  work,  but  only 
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for  time  lost,  by  reason  of  the  delay,  in  performing  the  work 
covered  by  the  original  contract.  Ibid. 

BuKDEN  OP  Pboof.    See  Coubts,  2.    Deeds,  2.    Dbains,  7.    Tbial,  9. 
Wills,  1. 

By-Laws.    See  Insurance,  1. 

CANCELLATION  OF  INSTHUMENTa 

See  Deeds,  1,  2.    Replevin. 

In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  deed  from  a  mother  to  a  daughter, 
where  a  part  of  the  consideration  was  a  promise  by  the  grantee 
to  pay  certain  sums  to  plaintiffs,  who  were  also  children  of  the 
grantor,  a  judgment  establishing  the  validity  of  the  deed  and 
directing  payment  of  the  agreed  sums  to  plaintiffs  was  not 
erroneous  because  it  made  such  payment  conditional  upon 
plaintiffs'  paying  defendant's  costs  and  disbursements  in  the 
action,  but  should  not  have  made  such  payment  to  plaintiffs 
conditional  upon  their  paying  defendant's  expenses  in  connec- 
tion with  the  action  or  conditional  upon  "the  final  termination 
of  the  action,  by  consent  or  otherwise,  in  accordance  with"  that 
judgment    Boyle  v.  Robinson,  667 

Canvass  of  votes.    See  Elections,  3. 

Certificate. 
Of  election.    See  Elections,  2,  3. 

Of  physician:  Annulment.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons.  ^ 

Of  notary  public.    See  Perjury,  1,  2. 

Certiorari.    See  Injunction,  2.    Judgment,  5. 

CHAMPERTY. 

1.  A  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  one  who  negotiated  for  and  ob- 

tained from  defendants  a  transfer  of  their  interest  in  the  lands 
in  suit  was  at  the  time  defendants'  attorney,  is  held  to  be  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence.    Emerson  v.  McDonnell,  67 

2.  After  action  brought  by  the  grantees  in  a  tax  deed  to  bar  the 

original  owners  from  any  interest  in  the  lands,  a  purchase  by 
defendants'  attorney  of  his  clients'  interest  in  the  lands  was 
champertous,  and  the  court  properly  struck  out  defenses  inter- 
posed by  him  for  his  own  benefit,  though  in  the  name  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  held  that  defendants  were  in  default  Ibid, 

3.  Where  in  such  case  defendants'  attorney  had,  by  arrangement 

with  plaintiffs'  attorney,  deposited  money  with  the  latter  to  re- 
deem the  lands  and  thus  establish  the  title  and  interest  which 
he  had  secured  from  his  clients,  no  ratification  by  the  plaintiffs 
of  such  arrangement  would  validate  the  champertous  transfer. 

Ibid. 
Charging  the  Jury.    See  Trial,  5-8. 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGES. 

1.  Ch.  122,  Laws  of  1903  (providing  that  whenever  any  property 
covered  by  a  chattel  mortgage  shall  be  taken  and  sold  under 
and  by  virtue  of  such  mortgage  pursuant  to  the  power  of  sale 
contained  therein  an  affidavit  stating  certain  facts  shall  be 
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filed  within  ten  days  after  the  sale,  and  that  in  case  of  failure 
to  file  such  affidavit  the  debt  secured  by  anch  mortgage  shall  be 
deemed  fully  satisfied  and  the  mortgage  canceled),  affects  not 
the  remedy  merely,  but  the  right,  and  hence  does  not  apply  to 
mortgages  antedating  its  enactment    Hammel  v.  Caimes,      125 

2.  Such  statute,  being  highly  penal,  should  be  strictly  construed  to 

hostile  taking.  Ihid. 

3.  Voluntary  surrender  of  the  mortgaged  property  by  the  mortgagor 

to  the  mortgagee,  and  sale  pursuant  thereto,  are  not  such  a  tak- 
ing and  sale  as  the  statute  means,  and  failure  to  file  the  affidavit 
thereafter  does  not  work  a  forfeiture.  The  statute  refers  to  a 
hostile  taking.  Ihid, 

Checks.    See  Fcsqebt. 

CiBCuiT  Courts. 
Appeal  from,  to  supreme  court      See  Appeal,  1-16. 
Appeal  to,  from  county  courts.    See  Appeal,  17-20. 
Discretion  as  to  creation  of  towns.    See  Coi^stitutiowal  Law,  1. 
Terms:  Adjournments.    See  Courts,  1,  2. 

Cities.    See  Municipal  Cobpobations. 

CIVIL  SERVICE  LAWS. 
See  Officers. 

1.  The  preation  of  the  banking  department  by  the  general  banking 

law  (ch.  234,  Laws  of  1903)  required,  under  sec.  4,  art  XI, 
Const,  as  amended,  the  affirmative  vote  of  two  thirds  of  all  mem- 
bers elected  to  each  house  of  the  legislature,  and  the  officers 
and  employees  of  such  department  are  therefore  within  the  un- 
classified civil  service  of  the  state,  under  sec.  8,  ch.  363,  Laws 
of  1905.    State  ex  rel,  Bergh  v.  Sparling,  164 

2.  In  a  proceeding  by  the  commissioner  of  banking  to  prohibit  the 

enforcement  of  the  civil  service  law  against  officers  and  em- 
ployees of  the  banking  department,  it  being  held  that  such  of- 
ficers and  employees  are  not  subject  to  said  law,  the  question 
of  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  is  not  considered.  Ihid. 

Claims  against  decedents.    See  Married  Women,  4. 

Classification. 
Of  cities.    See  Municipal  Corporations,  2. 

Of  persons  receiving  property  by  inheritance,   etc.     See  Taxa- 
tion, 18. 

Clebk  of  Circuit  Court.    See  Appeal,  4.    Divorce,  2. 

Cloud  upon  Title.    See  Injunction,  2. 

Co-SMPLOYEEs.    See  Master  and  Servant,  1. 

Collateral  Attack.    See  Drains,  4. 

Common  Schools.    See  Schools. 

Competency  of  grantor.    See  Deeds,  1.    Witnesses,  2,  3. 

Conditions  Precedent.   See  Cancellation  of  Instruments.   Drains, 
3-6.    Evidence,  4. 

Confusion  of  Goods.    See  Pledges,  2,  3 

Consideration.    See  Appeal,  11.    Contracts,  7.    Mortoaoes,  1. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Distribution  of  govermental  powers:  Judicial  powers  and  functions. 

1.  Ch.  21,  Laws  of  1905,  authorizes  the  circuit  court,  in  making  an 

order  creating  a  town,  to  exercise  only  that  discretion  which  al- 
ways rests  with  the  trier  of  facts,  and  does  not  confer  upon  it 
any  discretion  as  to  the  expediency  or  propriety  of  making  the 
order  when  the  requisite  facts  are  found.  It  is  therefore  not 
inralld  as  vesting  a  legislative  function  in  the  court  Nash  v. 
Fries,  120 

2.  That  part  of  ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  which  provides  that  the  county 

court,  as  an  incident  in  the  settlement  of  an  estate,  shall  de- 
termine the  value  of  the  property  inherited  or  bequeathed,  as  a 
basis  for  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  tax  as  fixed  by  the 
law,  does  not  impose  nonjudicial  or  merely  administrative  du- 
ties upon  the  court.  Nunnemacher  v.  State,  190 
Personal  civil  and  political  rights:  Transmission  of  property. 

3.  The  right  to  transmit  property  by  descent  or  by  will  is  an  in- 

herent right  protected  by  the  constitution  and,  though  subject 
to  reasonable  regulation,  cannot  be  wholly  taken  away  or  sub- 
stantially impaired  by  the  legislature.    Nunnemacher  v.  State, 

190 

Retroactive  and  ex  post  facto  laws.    See  Phtsicians  and  Sxtrgeons. 
Taxation:  Subjects:  Uniformity,    See  Taxation,  1-5. 
Same:  Inheritance  taxes.    See  Taxation,  16-18. 
Classification  of  cities.    See  Municipal  Corporations,  2. 
Banking  department:  Vote  required  for  its  creation.    See  Civil  Ser- 
vice Laws. 

CONTEMPT. 

L  A  contempt  proceeding  to  punish  the  violation  of  a  temporary 
injimction  is  a  proceeding  in  the  action  in  which  such  injunc- 
tion was  granted,  not  independent  of  it  My  Laundry  Co.  v. 
Schmeling,  597 

2.  Under  sec.  3490,  Stats.  1898,  in  a  contempt  proceeding  to  punish 

a  defendant  who  had  violated  a  temporary  injunction,  although 
no  actual  loss  or  injury  to  plaintiff  was  shown,  defendant  was 
properly  ordered  to  pay  to  plaintlft  the  costs  and  expenses  in- 
curred by  the  latter  in  prosecuting  the  proceeding.  Ibid, 

3.  Where  in  such  case  only  the  amount  of  plaintiffs  costs  and  ex- 

penses was  ordered  to  be  paid,  the  wording  of  the  order  and 
Judgment,  directing  it  to  be  paid  "to  indemnify  plaintift  for  its 
actual  loss  and  injury  .  .  .  and  to  satisfy  its  costs  and  ex- 
penses," etc.,  was  a  harmless  irregularity.  Ibid. 

4.  Expenditures  of  the  plaintift  for  counsel  fees  are  recoverable  in 

such  a  proceeding,  as  proper  items  of  expense.  Ibid. 

CONTRACTS. 

Parties:  Competency.    See  Deed^    Indians.    Married  Women,  1-3. 
Oral  contracts.    See  Frauds,  Statute  op. 
Offer  and  acceptance:  Authority  of  agent. 

1.  A  memorandum  given  by  defendant^'  buyer  of  furs  to  plaintiff, 
stating  that  he  would  "take  up,  at  his  selection,  goods  from" 
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plaintiff,  at  certain  prices  and  within  a  certain  period,  and  a 
letter  from  plaintiff  to  defendants,  are  held  to  have  constituted 
a  contract  for  the  purchase  by  defendants  of  furs  collected  by 
plaintiff  within  the  period  named.    Ahrohams  v.  Revillon^    235 

2.  The  evidence  (stated  in  the  opinion)  is  held  sufficient  to  sustain 

a  finding  of  the  Jury  that  plaintiff  was  Justified  in  believing 
that  defendants  had  given  the  buyer  authority  to  contract  for 
them  for  furs  to  be  gathered  and  delivered  in  the  future,  and 
a  further  finding  that  the  buyer  had  in  fact  such  authority. 

Ihid. 

Agency  of  wife  for  hus}>and.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Signature  hy  officer  of  corporation.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 

Validity  of  assent:  Duress,  fraud,  etc.  See  Appeal,  15.  Bills  and 
Notes,  2. 

Legality  of  object:  Restraint  of  trade  or  labor.    See  Injunction,  3-8. 

3.  One  selling  out  his  interest  in  a  business  may  surrender,  for  a 

reasonable  length  of  time  and  within  reasonable  limits  as  to 
territory,  his  liberty  to  engage  in  a  competing  business  either 
as  proprietor  or  as  employee.  The  mere  fact  that  such  con- 
tract is  in  partial  restraint  of  labor  does  not  render  it  void  as 
against  public  policy.    My  Laundry  Co.  v.  Schmeling,  597 

4.  An  agreement  by  the  vendor  of  an  interest  in  a  laundry  business 

is  construed  as  not  binding  him  not  to  engage  in  any  kind  of 
labor  for  any  person  engaged  in  the  laundry  business,  but  only 
as  binding  him  not  to  engage  in  that  business  in  any  manner 
•  or  capacity  during  the  time  and  within  the  limits  named.  So 
construed  the  agreement  is  reasonable  and  valid.  Ihid. 

5.  The  reasonableness  of  a  contract  not  to  engage  in  a  certain  busi- 

ness is  a  matter  of  law  to  be  determined  from  the  contract  it- 
self, having  regard  to  the  limitations  therein  prescribed  as  to 
time  and  place  and  the  purpose  and  scope  of  the  restraint. 

Ibid. 

6.  For  the  protection  of  >a  business  sold  by  him  a  person  may  par- 

tially restrict  the  scope  of  his  activity  whether  he  is  a  trader 
or  not  and  whether  or  not  the  business  sold  has,  as  incident 
thereto,  a  good  will.  Ibid. 

7.  Upon  a  sale  for  a  specified  consideration  of  an  interest  in  an  en- 

tire going  business,  including  the  good  will  thereof,  the  vendor 
agreed  that  for  a  certain  time  he  would  not  engage  in  that  busi- 
ness in  the  same  city.  Held,  that  such  agreement  entered  into 
and  became  part  of  the  equivalent  for  the  price  paid.  Ibid. 

Same:  Power  of  town  to  employ  attorney.    See  Towns. 

Champertous  agreements.    See  Champerty. 

Conditions  precedent:  Parol  evidence.    See  Evidence,  4. 

Devolution  of  liability  on  successor  corporation.  See  Municipal 
Corporations,  1. 

Construction:  Court  and  jury.    See  Trial,  4. 

Construction  of  particular  contracts.  See  Bills  and  Notes,  3. 
Boi^NDABiES,  2.  Building  Contracts.  Deeds,  3.  Insurance. 
Liens,  4.    Principal  and  Agent. 

8.  A  contract  executed  by  two  husbands  and  their  wives  for  the 

support  of  the  wives*  mother,  providing  that  she  should  have 
the  privilege  of  living  with  either  family  as  she  should  elect 
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and  for  such  time  as  she  desired,  is  construed  as  binding  all  the 
parties  to  furnish  the  support  wherever  the  mother  might 
choose  to  reside,  and  not  as  putting  the  whole  burden  upon 
those  with  whom  she  did  reside.    Payne  v,  Payne,  450 

9.  Pursuant  to  a  contract  with  defendant  to  paint  a  portrait  of  his 
deceased  wife,  plalntift  was  furnished  with  two  photographs  of 
her  to  aid  him  in  the  work.  He  painted  a  portrait  from  one  of 
them  as  agreed,  and  was  paid  therefor.  Without  authority  he 
also  painted  a  portrait  from  the  other  photograph,  and  at  de- 
fendant's request  took  it  to  his  house,  whereupon  defendant 
retained  the  second  portrait  and  refused  to  pay  for  it.  Held, 
that  the  use  of  the  photographs  to  paint  the  second  portrait  was 
a  violation  of  the  contract  and  a  breach  of  trust  and  confidence; 
that  plaintiff  acquired  no  property  right  in  such  portrait;  and 
that  defendant's  retention  of  it  did  not  make  him  liable  as  a 
purchaser.    Dodge,  J.,  dissents.    Klug  v.  Sheriffs,  468 

[10.  Whether  the  painting  of  the  second  portrait  was  an  evasion  of 
any  "right  of  privacy,"  not  determined.]  IMd. 

Jiodiflcation,    See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

Reformation.    See  Reformation  of  Instruments. 

Abandonment    See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2,  3. 

Performance  and  breach:  Actions:  Damages:  Contribution.  See 
Building  (Contracts.    CJontribution.    Damages,  3. 

11.  A  declaration  by  one  party  to  a  contract  that  he  will  not  per- 

form, even  if  made  before  the  time  for  performance  has  ex- 
pired, is  such  an  anticipatory  breach  as  gives  the  other  party  a 
right  to  treat  the  contract  as  terminated.  Davidor  v.  Brad- 
ford, 524 

12.  Upon  refusal  of  plaintiff  to  carry  out  his  part  of  an  agreement 

under  which  defendant  had  purchased  mining  shares  for  their 
joint  benefit,  defendant  is  held  to  have  had  a  right  to  surrender 
a  part  of  the  shares  to  the  mining  company  and  make  a  settle- 
ment with  it,  either  to  minimize  his  damages  from  such  breach 
by  plaintiff  or,  as  a  partner,  to  promote  the  best  interest  of  the 
Joint  enterprise.  Ibid. 

13.  Defendant  had,  in  such  case,  a  cause  of  action  against  plaintiff 

for  breach  of  the  contract,  and  also  a  right  of  action  for  contri- 
bution from  plaintiff  of  one  half  the  expense  necessarily  in- 
curred in  the  joint  enterprise.  Ibid. 

Same:  Evidence:  Conduct  of  counsel. 

14.  Defendants,  being  lessees  of  a  store  building,  gave  plaintiff  per- 

mission to  maintain  a  bootblacking  stand  on  the  sidewalk  ad- 
joining such  building,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  then 
paid  and  monthly  payments  thereafter  to  be  made.  The  agree- 
ment expressly  stated  that  defendants  did  not  in  any  way  guar- 
antee to  plaintiff  the  right  to  keep  the  premises  without  moles- 
tation on  the  part  of  the  city  or  other  persons  than  themselves. 
Held,  that  if  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  maintaining  the  stand 
by  the  city,  by  defendants'  landlord,  or  by  any  person  other 
than  defendants,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  back  the  sum 
paid  to  defendants.    Speliopoulos  v.  Schick,  55C 

15.  In  an  action  to  recover  back  the  sum  so  paid  plaintiff  should  not 

have  been  permitted  to  introduce  in  evidence  a  soK^led  permit 
to  erect  the  stand,  given  by  a  city  official  who  had  no  authority 
over  the  subject.  '  Ibid. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


698  INDEX.  [129 


16.  Plaintiff  In  such  action  having  testified  on  the  subject  of  his  in- 

telligent understanding  of  the  situation  before  making  the  con- 
tract, it  was  error  to  exclude,  on  his  cross-examination,  a  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  before  making  the  contract  he  had  consulted 
an  attorney  as  to  his  right  to  build  the  stand.  IMd, 

17.  In  an  action  upon  a  contract,  attempts  by  the  plaintiffs  attorney 

to  show  that  plaintiff  did  not  fully  understand  the  contract,  and 
to  Impress  that  as  a  fact  upon  the  Jury  in  his  argument,  are 
criticised  as  having  been  intended  to  invoke  the  sympathy  of 
the  jury  and  obscure  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties;  but  whether 
such  conduct  was  so  prejudicial  as  to  vitiate  the  verdict  is  not 
determined.  IMd. 

Same:  Compelling  performance.    See  Specific  Perfobmance. 

Same:  Restraining  hreach.    See  Inju:«ction,  3-8. 

CONTRIBUTION. 
See  (Contracts,  13.    Witnesses,  1. 

1.  Where  several  persons  contracted  to  support  a  woman  during  her 

life,  each  being  bound  in  the  same  degree,  and  one  of  them  dis- 
charged the  obligation  alone,  he  is  entitled  to  contribution  and 
may  enforce  it  in  a  legal  action.    Payne  v.  Payne,  450 

2.  The  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  may  enforce  his  claim  for  contribu- 

tion against  any  one  or  more  of  the  persons  liable  to  him  for 
their  proportionate  shares,  and  the  other  persons  so  liable  are* 
not  necessary  parties  to  the  action.  Itid. 

3.  Where  in  such  a  case  defendants  in  the  actioQ  fbr  contribution 

had  given  a  mortgage  of  land  to  secure  performance  of  the  con- 
tract for  support,  a  third  person  who  had  afterwards  purchased 
the  land  and  assumed  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  action,  there  being  nothing  to  show  that  he 
assumed  the  personal  liability  of  his  grantors  to  contribution. 

Ihid. 

4.  In  an  action  to  enforce  contribution  from  persons  who  had  con- 

tracted jointly  with  plaintiff  to  support  a  certain  person,  evi- 
dence as  to  the  comparative  value  of  two  pieces  of  land  which 
had  been  conveyed  to  plaintiff  and  one  of  the  defendants  re- 
spectively in  consideration  of  their  joining  in  the  contract,  as 
to  the  health  of  the  person  supported  while  she  lived  with 
plaintiff,  as  to  the  value  of  the  support  which  he  furnished  hep, 
and  as  to  her  fear  of  one  of  the  defendants,  is  held  to  have  been 
material  and  competent  I'bid. 

Contributory  Negligence.     See  Negligence,  4,  %,    Railroads,  1. 

Street  Railways,  4.    Trial,  13. 
Conveyances.      See  Appeal,   11.      Boundaries.      Cancellation  op 
Instruments.    Deeds.    Indians.    Specific  Performance.    Tax 
Titles.    Wills,  3-5.    Witnesses,  2,  3. 
Copies.    See  Evidence,  3. 
Corporations. 
Stock:  Pledge:  Sale.    See  Pledges. 
Officers:  Signature  to  note.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 
Production  of  books  to  show  value  of  stock.    See  Taxation,  19. 
Exemption  of  property:  Turner  societies.    See  Taxation,  e-10. 
Public  service  corporations:  Franchises:  Obligation  as  to  reason- 
able rates.    See  Gas. 
Restraining  acts  in  excess  of  franchises.    See  Injunction,  1. 
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See  CAJUCELLATlQ^f  OF  I27STBUHX2VT8.     COHTEMFT,  2,  3.      NeW  TBIAL. 

1.  In  ejectment,  where  the  sole  heir  of  the  common  grantor  of  the 

parties  was  also  brought  in  as  a  party  and  successfully  de- 
fended by  a  separate  attorney,  she  was  entitled  to  recover  full 
costs  and  disbursements,  excluding  such  items  as  were  common 
to  both  issues.    Wegge  v.  Madler,  412 

2.  Entry  of  Judgment  for  costs  in  favor  of  a  defendant  who  had 

been  served  with  notice  that  no  personal  claim  was  made 
against  her,  was  a  harmless  irregularity  where  the  cost^  taxed 
were  no  greater  than  they  would  have  been  had  Uie  Judgment 
been  in  favor  of  her  husband  only,  in  whose  answer  she  had 
Joined.    Kaufer  v.  Stump f,  476 

3.  In  replevin  against  a  carrier  other  claimants  intervened,  and 

the  judgment,  among  other  things,  discharged  the  carrier  from 
liability.  On  appeal  from  the  whole  Judgment,  no  error  being 
assigned  as  to  that  portion  of  it,  and  the  carrier  not  having 
appeared,  the  Judgment  is  affirmed  as  to  the  carrier  without 
costs,  under  the  discretion  given  by  sec.  2949,  Stats.  1898.  Hur- 
ley V.  Walter,  508 

COUNTEBCLATM.     See  Bl7TLDi:^G  CONTRACTS,  5.     JUDGMENT,  3,  4.     PLEAD- 
ING, 3. 

County  Clerk.    See  Courts,  5.    Elections,  2.    MAXDAMua 

COUNTY  COURTa 
See  Appeal,  17-20.    Constitutional  Law,  2.    Taxation,  19. 

1.  The  power  of  the  county  court  to  set  aside  its  order  or  Judgment 

is  not  limited  to  one  year  after  notice  of  the  entry  thereof, 
where  such  order  or  Judgment  was  without  Jurisdiction  or  was 
the  result  of  fraud.    Parsons  v.  Balson,  311 

2.  Failure  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  an  infant  heir  to  oppose  the 

probate  of  a  will  giving  all  the  property  to  another,  and  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  court  to  undisputed  facts  showing  that  the 
will  was  not  entitled  to  probate,  was  a  constructive  fraud  upon 
the  infant.  Justifying  vacation  of  the  order  or  Judgment  ad- 
mitting the  will  to  probate.  Ihid. 

3.  The  petition  to  set  aside  the  order  in  such  a  case,  although  it 

does  not  in  terms  charge  fraud,  is  sufficient  if  it  alleges  the 
facts  constituting  the  constructive  fraud.  Ihid. 

Court  and  Jury.    See  Trial,  2-8. 

COURTS. 

Judicial  or  nonjudicial  functions.    See  Constitutional  Law,  1,  2. 

Gas,  3. 
Jurisdiction:  Proof  of  mailing  summons,  etc.    Sea  Dtvobce,  1. 
Same:  Power  to  revoke  licenses.    See  Intoxicating  Liquors,  1. 
Review  of  action  of  board  of  review.    See  Taxation,  11,  12. 
Terms:  Adjournments. 

1.  Under  sec.  2572,  Stats.  1898,  a  term  of  court  does  not  come  to  an 
end  upon  an  adjournment  "subject  to  the  order  of  the  Judge,"" 
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but  continues  until  the  final  adjournment  thereof  without  day 
or  the  commencement  of  a  new  term.  Cooper  v.  Granger,  50 
2.  An  order,  dated  on  the  day  of  the  opening  of  a  new  term,  recited 
that  said  day  was  an  adjourned  day  of  the  previous  term.  After 
making  the  order  the  court  adjourned  sine  die.  Held,  that  It 
will  be  presumed  that  such  adjournment  took  place  prior  to  en- 
tering upon  the  business  of  the  new  term.  Ibid. 

Supreme  court:  Original  jurisdiction,  when  and  how  exercised. 

^.  Questions  of  title  to  local  public  office,- or  of  performance  of  local 
official  duty,  though  puhlici  juris,  are  not  ordinarily  questions 
"aftecting  the  sovereignty  of  the  state,  its  franchises  or  prerog- 
atives, or  the  liberties  of  its  people,"  and  only  in  very  excep- 
tional cases  will  the  supreme  court  entertain  them  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  original  Jurisdiction.    8tate  ex  rel.  Kinder  v.  Ooff. 

668 

4.  But  serious  abstract  questions  as  to  the  construction  of  the 

primary  election  law  and  the  rights  of  one  holding  a  regularly 
issued  certificate  of  nomination,  affecting  the  operation  of  the 
law  throughout  the  entire  state,  may  properly  be  considered 
as  questions  affecting  the  prerogatives  of  the  state  and  the  lib- 
erties of  the  whole  people,  even  though  they  arise  in  a  con- 
troversy as  to  the  right  to  a  place  on  the  official  ballot  as  the 
party  nominee  for  a  local  office;  and  the  court  may  properly 
exercise  its  original  Jurisdiction  in  such  a  case,  especially 
where  the  time  between  the  primary  and  the  general  election  is 
so  short  that  no  authoritative  decision  could  be  reached  through 
the  exercise  of  the  appellate  Jurisdiction.  Ibid. 

5.  In  such  a  case  the  court  declines  to  entertain  an  action  in  equity 

and  determine  therein  which  person  in  fact  received  the  greater 
number  of  legal  votes,  but  directs  the  issuance  of  an  alterna- 
tive writ  of  mandamus  for  the  purpose  of  determining  only  the 
duty  of  the  county  clerk  upon  the  record  before  him  as  to  the 
printing  of  the  official  ballot  Ibid. 

Same:  Appellate  jurisdiction.    See  Appeal.    Cbiminal  Law,  4. 

Circuit  courts.    See  Appeal,  17-20.    Ck)NSTiTUTioNAL  Law,  1. 

County  courts.    See  CourfTY  Courts. 

Covenants.    See  Deeds,  3.  Pkincipal  and  Agent,  4.  Tax  Titles,  2. 

Creditors'  Remedies.  See  Chattel  Mortgages.  Hisbaxd  and 
Wife.    Liens.    Married  Women,  4,  5.    Mortgages. 

CRIMINAL  LAW  AND  PRACTICE. 

See  False  Pretenses.     Forgery.     Homicide.     Intoxicating  Liq- 
uors, 2-4.    Perjury. 

Evidence:  Res  gestw. 
1.  After  shooting  a  man  during  a  struggle  in  a  saloon,  defendant 
telephoned  for  a  doctor  and  thereafter  remained  for  a  time 
in  the  saloon.  He  then  went  to  his  room  in  the  same  building, 
and  in  a  few  moments  left  the  building  to  go  to  the  police  sta- 
tion to  give  himself  up.  After  walking  about  a  third  of  a  mile 
he  boarded  a  street  car,  told  where  he  wished  to  go.  and  made 
statements  to  the  motorman  as  to  what  had  occurred.  Held, 
that  the  trial  court  properly  excluded  such  statements  as  not 
being  part  of  the  res  gesta.    Johnson  v.  State,  146 
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Same:  Reputation. 

2.  Evidence  that  defendant  in  a  criminal  case  was  reputed  to  be  a 

man  of  truth  and  veracity  was  properly  excluded,  where  no  at- 
tack had  been  made  upon  his  reputation  in  that  regard.      Ihid. 

Examination  of  witnesses  by  judge, 

3.  The  trial  Judge  may,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  ex- 

amine or  cross-examine  a  witness  in  a  criminal  case;  but  the 
power  should  be  most  carefully  exercised  for  the  purpose  of 
making  clear  that  which  is  not  clear,  and  the  questions  should 
not  betray  bias  or  prejudice  nor  carry  to  the  jury  the  impres- 
sion that  the  judge  has  made  up  his  mind  as  to  the  facts.  Kovip 
V,  State,  20 

Court  and  jury:  Question  of  intent.    See  Forgery,  3. 

Appeal  and  error:  Exceptions:  Review. 

4.  Where  in  a  criminal  case  the  bill  of  exceptions  contains  no  ex- 

ception to  any  portion  of  the  charge  to  the  jury,  and  the  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  did  not  specifically  point  out  objectionable 
portions  thereof,  errors  assigned  upon  the  charge  are  not  re- 
viewable.   Norton  v.  State,  65^ 

Cross-examination.     See  Contracts,  16.     Criminal  Law,  3.    Wrr- 

N£S6£S»  4. 

DAMAGES. 

See  Building  Contracts.    Contracts,  12.    Injunction,  5,  6.    Libel 
AND  Slander,  2,  7,  11.    Trial,  7. 

1.  For  injuries  to  a  man  thirty-one  years  old,  capable  of  earning 

$2.50  to  $3  per  day,  resulting  in  permanent  partial  paralysis  of 
his  right  shoulder  and  that  part  of  the  arm  near  it  and  total 
paralysis  of  the  rest  of  the  arm,  an  award  of  $8,000  Is  held  not 
fatally  excessive.    Howard  v.  Beldenville  L.  Co.  98 

2.  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries  an  instruction  that  plaintiff.  If 

entitled  to  recover,  was  entitled  to  such  sum  as  would  fully 
compensate  him  for  all  the  elements  of  damage  which  the  court 
had  just  specifically  mentioned,  is  held  not  erroneous  by  reason 
of  the  use  of  the  word  "fully."    Sorenaen  v.  J.  I.  Case  T.  M.  Co. 

36^ 

3.  The  facts  that,  after  sale  of  his  interest  in  a  laundry  business, 

defendant  violated  his  agreement  not  to  engage  in  that  busi- 
ness in  the  same  city,  that  employees  left  the  service  of  plaint- 
iff and  were  hired  by  the  concern  with  which  defendant  was 
connected,  and  that  the  places  thus  vacated  were  filled  by 
plaintiff  at  increased  expense,  do  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover 
such  increased  expense  as  damages  for  defendant's  breach  of 
the  agreement,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  such  employees 
broke  a  contract  in  leaving  plaintiff's  service  or  that  they  would 
have  remained  with  plaintiff  for  some  length  of  time,  ascer- 
tainable with  reasonable  certainty,  if  they  had  not  been  offered 
the  opportunity  to  take  service  in  the  concern  with  which  de 
fendant  was  connected.    My  Laundry  Co.  v.  Schmeling,  597 

Debtor  and  Creditor.  See  Chattel  Mortgages.  False  Pretenses. 
Frauds,  Statute  of.  Husband  and  Wife.  Liens.  Married- 
Women.    Mortgages.    Pledges.    Principal  and  Agent. 

Deceit.    See  Bills  axd  Notes,  2. 
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DEEDS. 

See  Appeal,  11.    Boundabies.    Canceixatiow  or  Instbuments.    Tax 
Titles.    Witnesses,  2,  3. 

Competency  of  grantor:  Undue  influence:  Burden  of  proof, 

1.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  deed  and  a  transfer  of  personalty  by 

an  aged  woman  to  a  daughter  to  the  exclusion  of  her  children 
by  a  former  husband,  the  evidence  (sufficiently  stated  In  the 
opinion)  is  held  to  sustain  findings  of  the  trial  court  that  the 
grantor  was  mentally  competent  and  that  there  was  no  undue 
influence.    Boyle  v.  Robinson,  567 

2.  Plaintiffs'  evidence  in  such  case  is  held  not  to  have  constituted 

such  a  prima  facie  showing  of  fraud  or  undue  influence  as  to 
have  put  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  defendant  Ibid, 

Construction:  Payment  of  taxes. 

3.  Where  a  conveyance  of  lands  contained  a  reservation  of  timber 

thereon  with  the  right  to  remove  it,  and  provided  that  the 
grantor  should  "pay  all  taxes  upon  the  lands  .  .  .  until  it  shall 
give  a  written  release  of  said  timber,"  the  grantor  was  bound 
to  pay  only  such  taxes  as,  prior  to  the  giving  of  the  release, 
had  become  liens  upon  the  land  by  extension  on  the  tax  roll 
and  delivery  of  the  warrant  for  collection.  Sniveley  v.  Key- 
stone L,  Co.  54 

Default.    See  Champebty,  2.    Judgment,  1,  2. 

Definitions,    See  Words  and  Phrases. 

Degrees  of  crime.    See  Homicide. 

Delay.    See  Appeal,  17.    Building  CJontracts.    Process. 

Delegation  of  Power.    See  CJonstitutional  Law,  1,  2.    Intoxicat- 
ing Liquors,  1. 

Descent  and  Distribution:  Inheritance  taxes.     See  Constitutional 
Law,  2,  3.    Taxation,  16-19. 

Description  of  land.    See  Boundaries,  2.    Specific  Performance,  2. 

Discretion.    See  Appeal,  17,  18.    Constitutional  Law,  1.    Plead- 
ing, 2.    Trial,  1,  9.    Witnesses,  4. 
Ditches.    See  Drains,  3-9. 

DIVORCE. 

1.  In  an  action  for  divorce,  where  the  mailing  of  copies  of  the  sum- 

mons and  complaint  to  defendant  had  been  ordered,  the  mere 
fact  that  an  affidavit  showing  such  mailing  was  not  on  file  did 
not  deprive  the  court  of  jurisdiction  to  order  Judgment  of  di- 
vorce, where  copies  had  in  fact  been  mailed  as  ordered  and  an 
affidavit  showing  that  fact  was  subsequently  filed.  Zahorka  v. 
Oeith,  498 

2.  Where,  at  the  close  of  the  trial  of  an  action  for  divorce,  judg- 

ment was  "ordered  for  plaintift  and  against  defendant,"  and 
nothing  further  was  to  be  done  except  for  the  clerk  to  enter 
judgment  in  obedience  to  such  direction,  but  the  clerk  failed  to 
perform  such  duty,  a  judgment  of  divorce  ordered  and  entered 
fourteen  years  later,  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  date  of  said  first 
order  for  judgment,  was  binding  and  effectual  in  dissolving  the 
marriage  as  of  said  date.  Ibid. 
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DRAINS. 

Appealable  orders  in  drainage  proceedings.    See  Appeal,  1-3. 
Drainage  districts:  Impairing  navigability  of  waters, 

1.  Sees.  1379—11  to  1379—31.  Stats.  1898,  relating  to  the  organiza- 

tion and  powers  of  drainage  districts,  do  not  authorize  the  de- 
struction of  a  navigable  lake  or  the  impairment  of  the  nayiga- 
bility  of  a  river.    In  re  Dancy  Drainage  District,  129 

2.  Remonstrants  against  the  work  proposed  by  the  commissioners, 

under  said  statutes,  may  make  the  objection  that  such  work  will 
impair  the  navigability  of  a  river  or  destroy  a  lake.  Ibid, 

Town  drains:  Jurisdiction  of  supervisors:  Essential  proceedings, 

3.  Under  the  statutes  relating  to  town  drains  (sees.  1359-1371,  Stats. 

1898)  the  supervisors  constitute  a  special  tribunal  for  adminis- 
trative purposes,  not  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the 
common  law,  and  exact  compliance  in  all  substantial  matters 
with  the  statutory  procedure  Is  essential  to  their  jurisdiction. 
Fraser  v,  Mulany,  377 

4.  If,  by  noncompliance  with  the  statute,  the  supervisors  lose  juris- 

diction, their  proceeding  and  determination  are  wholly  void  and 
may  be  attacked  collaterally  or  directly.  Ibid, 

5.  Failure  to  give  notice  of  the  first  hearing  as  required  by  sec. 

1360,  Stats.  1898,  is  fatal  to  the  jurisdiction,  even  though  there 
is  an  affidavit  of  the  service  of  notice.  Ibid. 

6.  Under  sees.  1363,  1364,  Stats.  1898,  a  determination  by  the  super- 

visors of  the  question  of  damages  to  lands  through  which  the 
ditch  runs  is  an  essential  preliminary  to  an  apportionment  of 
the  total  cost  of  construction  upon  the  lands  to  be  benefited. 

Ibid. 

7.  Where  the  ditch  crosses  a  highway  the  supervisors  must,  under 

sec.  1363,  Stats.  1898,  before  assessing  the  cost  to  the  lands  to 
be  benefited,  consider  and  determine  whether  such  highway  will 
be  benefited  and,  if  so,  the  amount  of  such  benefit;  but  there 
i4s  no  presumption  that  the  supervisors  did  not  perform  that 
duty  from  the  mere  absence  of  an  assessment  against  the  town 
-on  account  of  such  a  benefit  Ibid. 

8.  Arbitrary  or  fraudulent  omission  of  lands  directly  benefited  or 

inclusion  of  lands  not  at  all  benefited  renders  void  the  assess- 
ment of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  ditch.  Ibid. 

9.  The  recording  of  the  order  awarding  damages  to  the  owner  of 

land,  as  required  by  sec.  1363,  Stats.  1898,  and  of  the  final  cer- 
tificate of  assessment  required  by  sec.  1364,  is  essential  to  the 
validity  of  subsequent  proceedings.  Ibid. 

Same:  Restraining  proceedings.    See  Injunction,  2. 

Duress.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  2. 

Ejectment.    See  Costs,  1. 

ELECTIONS. 

Primary  elections:  Ballots:  Written  names. 

1.  Under  the  primary  election  law  (ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903)  the  voters 

of  a  party  may  write  in  upon  the  primary  election  ballot  the 

name  of  any  person  as  their  choice  for  the  party  nominee  for 

any  office,  and  such  votes  shall  be  counted;  and  the  person  re- 
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celvlng  the  greatest  number  of  votes  for  the  party  nomination 
for  an  office  at  such  primary  election  shall  have  his  name 
placed  on  the  ballot  for  the  general  election  as  the  nominee  of 
that  party.    State  ex  rel.  Pray  v,  Yankee,  66^ 

Same:  County  canvass:  Certificates  of  election, 

2.  Under  the  general  statutes  (sees.  81-88,  Stats.  1$98)  making  the 

execution  of  certificates  of  election  a  part  of  the  county  can- 
vass, and  sees.  16,  25,  ch.  451,  Laws  of  1903,  making  the  pro- 
visions of  those  statutes  applicable  to  primary  elections,  a  cer- 
tificate of  election  should  be  issued  by  the  county  clerk  to  a 
candidate  nominated  for  a  county  office  at  a  primary  election. 
State  ex  reh  Kinder  v.  Ooif,  668 

3.  When  the  vote  at  a  primary  election  has  been  canvassed  by  the 

proper  board  and  the  proper  certificate  of  election  has  been  exe- 
cuted, the  person  receiving  such  certificate  is  at  once  in  posses- 
sion of  the  qiuisi  office  of  nominated  candidate,  and  has  the 
right  to  have  his  name  put  on  the  official  ballot,  as  against  all 
the  world,  until  in  some  proper  proceeding  (as  by  quo  war- 
ranto) it  is  decided  that  another  person  was  in  fact  nominated. 
No  subsequent  voluntary  action  of  the  canvassing  board  (as  in 
recanvassing  the  vote  and  granting  a  certificate  to  another)  can 
deprive  him  of  his  prima  facie  right  to  such  quasi  office.    Ibid. 

Remedies  in  courts:  Jurisdiction,  etc.    See  Coubts,  3-5.    Mandamus. 
ELECTRICITY.. 

1.  A  high  degree  of  watchfulness  for  the  prevention  of  accidents  is 

imposed  upon  persons  using  electric  currents,  and  such  watch- 
fulness should  take  into  account  the  acts  of  strangers  and  of 
the  public  generally.    Wilhert  v.  Sheboygan  L.,  P.  d  R.  Co,        1 

2.  A  wire  which  has  been  attached  by  a  stranger  to  a  tree  for  the 

purpose  of  holding  it  upright  was  fastened  at  the  other  end  to 
a  guy  post  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  in  contact  with  the  guy  wire 
of  an  electric  light  pole.  It  became  charged  with  a  current  es- 
caping through  a  defective  insulator  from  the  electric  lamp  to 
the  span  wire  and  thence  to  the  guy  wire,  and  plaintiff's  inte& 
tate  was  killed  by  coming  in  contact  with  the  tree  wire  while 
it  was  so  charged.  Upon  the  evidence  it  is  held  that  the  jury 
were  warranted  in  finding  that  these  defective  conditions  had 
existed  for  such  a  length  of  time  that  the  lighting  company 
ought  to  have  discovered  and  remedied  them  before  the  acci- 
dent. Ibid. 

3.  The  existence  of  the  tree  wire  was  not  such  an  extraordinary  and 

unusual  condition  that  it  can  be  said  as  a  matter  of  law  that  it 
was  not  reasonably  to  havQ  been  apprehended  in  the  conduct  of 
the  company's  business.  Ibid. 

Equity.  See  Cancellation  of  Instruments.  Contbibution.  Coubts. 
5.  Infants.  Injunction.  Liens.  Mortgaoes.  Munioipal 
cjorporations,  5.  reformation  qf  instruments.  replevin. 
Schools,  2.    Specific  Pebformance.    Trusts. 

Estates  of  Decedents.  See  Appeal,  17-20.  Constitutional  Law, 
3,  3.    Infants.    Mabried  Women,  4.    Taxation,  16-19.    Wills. 

Estoppel.    See  Married  Women,  1,  2.    Mortgaoes,  1. 
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EVIDENCE. 

Presumptions,    See  Coubts,  2.    Drains,  7.    Trial,  9.    Wills,  1,  2. 

Burden  of  proof.    See  Deeds,  2. 

Relevancy,  materiality,  and  competency.  See  Gontbagts,  15,  16.  Con- 
tribution, 4.  Injunction,  7,  8.  Intoxicatino  Liquors,  2,  3. 
Libel  and  Slander,  7-12.    Perjury,  3. 

1.  When  one  party  gives  in  evidence  a  portion  of  a  conversation 

material  to  the  controversy,  the  other  party  may  g^ve  the  whole 
thereof,  at  least  so  far  as  it  has  any  relation  to  the  portion  al- 
ready ottered.    Earley  v,  Winn,  291 
Same:  Res  gestw.    See  Appeal,  10.    Criminal  Law,  1. 

2.  To  he  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestw,  a  statement  of  the  ac- 

cused most  have  been  an  undesigned  incident  of  the  act  in 
Question,  so  near  to  and  so  connected  with  that  act  as  to  indi- 
cate it^  character.    Johnson  v.  State,  146 

Same:  Reputation,    See  Criminal  Law,  2.    Libel  and  Slander,  7-9. 

Best  and  secondary  evidence:  Copies, 

3.  A  verified  copy  of  a  paper  is  not  necessarily  receivable  in  evi- 

dence merely  because  the  original  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  There  should  be,  at  least,  some  fair  showing  of  ef- 
forts to  obtain  the  use  of  the  original,  unless  it  is  clear  that 
they  would  have  been  fruitless.  Bruger  v.  Princeton  d  St,  M, 
Mut,  F.  Ins,  Co,  281 

Admissions.    See  Trials,  3. 

Hearsay.    See  Libel  and  Slander,  10,  11. 

Parol  evidence  affecting  toritings.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1  (4). 

4.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  written  contract  not 

under  seal,  though  manually  delivered,  was  not  to  become  a 
binding  or  valid  contract  until  the  performance  of  some  condi- 
tion precedent,  even  though  the  written  instrument  itself  enu- 
merates other  conditions  precedent  to  its  becoming  operative 
and  taking  ettect,  where  sulh  written  conditions  are  not  re- 
pugnant to  the  one  sought  to  be  shown  by  parol.  Golden  v, 
Meier,  14 

Weight  and  sufficiency.  See  Gaming,  2,  3.  Insurance,  3.  Liens,  2. 
Neoltobncb,  2,  5.  Officers,  1.  Perjury,  1,  2.  Trial,  3. 
Trusts. 

Same:  Positive  and  negative  testimony.    See  Railroads,  2l 

Order  of  proof:  Rehuttat,    See  Trial,  1. 

Witnesses:  Competency,  examination,  impeachment,  etc.  See  Wit- 
nesses. 

Immaterial  errors  in  admission  or  exclusion  of  evidence.  See  Ap- 
peal, 14,  15. 

Exceptions  and  Bill  op  Exceptions.  See  Appeal,  8,  9,  11.  Crimi- 
nal Law,  4. 

Excise  Laws.    See  Intoxicating  Liquors. 

Excise  Taxes.    See  Taxation,  1-5,  16-19. 

Execution  of  instruments.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1,  ^ 

Executors  and  ADlnNiSTRATORS.  See  Appeal,  17-20.  iNFAirra 
Married  Women,  4.    Wills,  4,  5. 

Exemptions  from  taxation.    See  Taxation,  6-10,  18. 
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FALSE  PRETENSES. 

1.  A  promissory  note  Is  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  "other 

property"  In  sec.  4423,  Stats.  1898,  making  criminal  the  obtain- 
ing by  false  pretenses  of  "money,  goods,  wares,  merchandise, 
or  other  property."   Clawson  v,  State.  660 

2.  The  offense  of  obtaining  property  by  false  pretenses  was  not 

committed  if  the  property  obtained  was  only  such  as  the  ac- 
cused was  legally  entitled  to  receive,  even  though  he  obtained 
it  by  means  of  falsehood.  In  such  a  case  two  essentials  of  the 
offense,  viz.,  an  intent  to  defraud  and  an  actual  fraud  commit- 
ted, are  lacking.  Tbid, 

3.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  to  show  that  at  the  time  de- 

fendant obtained  from  one  H.  a  promissory  note  for  $500  he 
was  entitled  to  demand  and  receive  from  H.  that  amount  of 
money  as  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser  for  a  vessel, 
and  hence  that  in  obtaining  such  note  defendant  was  not  guilty 
of  the  offense  of  obtaining  property  by  false  pretenses.      Ihid. 

Fees  of  attorneys.    See  Contempt,  4. 

Fellow-Sbbyants.    See  Masteb  aio)  Sebvaitt,  1. 

FiNDiNOS  OP  Fact.    See  Appeal,  12,  13. 

FiBE  Insurance.    See  Insurance. 

FOBECLOSUBE  OF  MORTGAGES.   See  MORTGAGES,  8,  4. 

Forfeitures.  See  Chattel  Mobtgaoes,  2.  Fbysiciasb  and  Sub- 
oeons,  8. 

FORGERY. 

1.  A  check  falsely  made  with  intent  to  defraud  and  apparently  suf- 
ficient on  its  face  is  a  forgery,  even  though  other  steps  (such 
as  indorsement  by  the  payee)  would  be  necessary,  if  it  were 
genuine,  to  perfect  it  in  the  hands  of  the  accused.  Norton  v. 
State,  659 

:2.  A  check  payable  to  the  order -of  the  payee  may  be  transferred 
without  his  indorsement  and  hence  cannot  be  said  not  to  be  the 
subject  of  forgery  by  another  person  because  without  value  in 
his  hands.  Tbid. 

3.  The  question  of  defendant's  intent  to  defraud  in  falsely  making 
a  check  is  held,  upon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  to  have  been 
one  for  the  jury.  Ibid. 

FoBMEB  Conviction.    See  Intoxicating  Liquobs,  2,  3. 

Fbanchises.    See  Gas,  1.    Injunction,  1. 

Fraud.  See  Appeal,  15.  Countt  Courts.  Deeds,  1,  2.  Mobtgaoes, 
3.    Replevin,  2. 

FRAUDS.  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  A  promise  in  form  to  guarantee  payment  of  the  debt  of  another, 

but  in  fact  to  pay  the  promisor's  own  debt,  is  not  within  the 
statute.    Kaufer  t?.  Stumpf,  476 

2.  An  oral  agreement  between  the  parties  that  plaintiff  should  ad- 

vance moneys  to  buy  land  at  a  foreclosure  sale,  take  the  title 
in  his  own  name,  and  transfer  it  to  defendant  upon  the  latter 
reimbursing  him,  and  that  defendant  should  reimburse  him  for 
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the  advances,  such  agreement  being  executed  by  plaintiff  to  the 
extent  of  purchasing  at  the  sale,  was  within  the  statute  of 
frauds  (sec.  2302,  Stats.  1898)  and  void.  Ibid. 

3.  Defendant's  oral  promise  in  such  case  to  repay  plaintiffs  ad- 

vances being  void,  his  subsequent  oral  promise,  in  considera- 
tion of  a  transfer  of  the  land  to  his  brother,  to  indorse  his 
brother's  note  for  said  advances  and  to  pay  such  note,  was  not 
a  promise  to  pay  his  own  debt,  but  a  collateral  promise  to  pay 
the  debt  of  another,  and  hence  void  under  sec.  2307,  Stats.  1898. 

Ibid. 

4.  Where  a  complaint  alleged  that  defendant  agreed  to  indorse  a 

note  of  J.  S.,  and  agreed  to  pay  it  in  consideration  of  a  transfer 
of  land  to  J.  S.,  defendant  may,  without  pleading  it,  rely  upon 
the  statute  of  frauds  (sec.  2307,  Stats.  1898)  declaring  void  an 
oral  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another.  Ibid. 

Fbaudulent  Repbeseiytations.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  2. 

Future  Interests  in  land:  Mortgaging.    See  Infants. 

Future  Suffering.    See  Trial,  7. 

GAMING. 

1.  In  an  action  under  sec.  4532,  Stats.  1898,  the  complaint  alleged 

loss  of  money  to  defendants  at  roulette,  but  the  evidence 
showed  its  loss  at  another  game.  There  was  no  objection  to 
the  evidence  on  that  grounds  and  the  case  was  tried  through- 
out as  if  the  particular  means  by  which  the  money  was  lost 
was  not  material.  Held,  that  the  variance  was  waived  and  that 
on  appeal,  so  far  as  necessary  to  sustain  the  judgment,  the  com- 
plaint will  be  treated  as  amended.    Clark  v.  Slaughter,        642 

2.  Evidence  held  sufficient  to  take  the  case  to  the  jury  on  the  que^f- 

tion  whether  defendants  were  the  winners  of  plaintiffs  money, 
although  there  was  no  direct  evidence  that  the  persons  who  at- 
tended the  table  at  which  it  was  lost  were  employees  of  de- 
fendants. Ibid. 

Z.  Evidence  as  to  the  amount  of  money  lost  by  plaintiff,  though  not 
very  certain  as  to  the  precise  amount  lost  on  each  occasion  and  ' 
not  wholly  consistent,  is  held  sufficiently  definite  to  enable  the 
jury  to  name  a  sum  which,  to  a  reasonable  certainty,  was  lost 
as  claimed.  Ibid. 

4.  The  complaint  contained  a  bill  of  particulars  of  specified  sums 
lost  on  specified  dates,  but  the  case  was  tried  and  evidence  of 
losses  given,  without  objection,  as  if  there  were  no  bill  of  par- 
ticulars. Held,  that  the  variance  was  waived  and  that  the  ver- 
dict for  plaintifC  was  not  excessive  merely  because  not  limited 
to  proven  items  from  the  bill  of  particulars.  Ibid. 

GAS. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  legislative  restriction  of  the  rate  to  be  charged, 

the  grant  of  a  franchise  to  conduct  the  business  of  furnishing 
gas  to  a  city  and  its  inhabitants  carries  with  it  by  implication 
the  obligation  to  furnish  it  at  a  reasonable  price.  Madison  v. 
Madison  G.  d  E.  Co.  249 

2,  The  rates  to  be  charged  by  a  public  service  corporation  may  be 

prescribed  by  the  legislature  either  directly  or  by  delegation  of 
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the  power  to  mimlcipal  corporations  or  ottier  appropriate  agen- 
cle8»  provided  the  rates  so  fixed  are  such  as  to  afBord  a  reason-, 
able  compensation  for  the  service  rendered.  Ihid, 

3.  Ck»artfi  cannot  prescribe  the  rates  to  be  charged  by  public  servioe 
corporations  for  future  services^  but  may  Inquire  and  determine 
whether  rates  fixed  by  legislative  authority  are  reasonable  or 
unreasonable.  Ihid. 

Good  Wnx.    See  Contkaots,  6. 

Guaranty.    See  Frauds,  Statute  of,  1. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WAED. 

1.  The  fact  that  the  mother  of  minors  had  at  one  time,  while  the 

wife  of  their  father,  been  unfaithful  to  her  marriage  vow,  is 
heldy  in  view  of  other  facts,  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  render  her 
unfit  to  be  their  guardian.    Guardianship  of  Tank,  629 

2.  Although  the  request  of  the  parent  having  the  custody  of  minor 

children  as  to  their  guardianship  after  his  death  should  be 
given  weight  by  the  courts,  it  will  not  necessarily  control  in  de- 
termining the  question  of  suitableness  as  between  the  person 
so  designated  and  the  surviving  parent.  Ihid. 

Guardians  ad  utem.    See  Ck)UNTY  CX>urt8,  2,  3. 

Highways.    See  Drains,  7.    Municipal  Corporations,  6,  ?• 

HOMICIDE. 
See  Criminal  Law,  h 

1.  Evidence  tending  to  show,  among  other  things,  that  after  an  al- 

tercation with  the  deceased  in  a  saloon,  during  which  the  He 
was  passed,  defendant  left  the  room  in  anger  and  quickly  re- 
turned with  a  revolver,  with  which  during  a  struggle  with  the 
deceased,  who  was  trying  to  prevent  him  from  using  it,  he  shot 
the  deceased  three  times,  is  held  sufficient  to  sustain  a  convic- 
tion of  murder  in  the  second  degree  under  sec.  4339,  Stats.  1898, 
involving  a  finding  that  the  act  was  one  ^evincing  a  depraved 
mind,  regardless  of  human  life."    Johnson  v.  State,  146 

2.  The  wilful  shooting  of  a  person  with  fatal  eftect,  though  done  In 

the  heat  of  passion  and  without  design  to  effect  death,  cannot 
be  deemed  an  "involuntary  killing"  within  the  meaning  of  sec. 
4362,  Stats.  1898,  defining  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree. 
The  term  involuntary  signifies  inadvertence.  8chlect  v.  State, 
75  Wis.  486,  criticised.  Ihid. 

3.  The  term  "heat  of  passion"  defined  and  an  Instruction  relating 

thereto  held  erroneous.  Ihid. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Costs,  2.    Divorce.    Married  Wombw.    WItwesbes,  1. 

1.  A  set  of  "Stoddard's  Lectures"  is  held  not  to  have  been  neces- 

saries for  which,  if  purchased  by  the  wife  on  the  husband's 
credit,  he  was  bound  to  pay.    Shuman  v.  Steinel,  422 

2.  When  a  wife  contracts  an  Indebtedness  on  her  own  credit,  the 

mere  promise  of  the  husband  to  pay  it  stands  upon  the  same 
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footing  as  cmy  other  prcmiise  without  cniBideratlon  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another.  The  act  of  the  wife  in  such  a  case  is  not  ca- 
pable of  ratification.  Ihid, 

3.  But  if  a  wife,  assuming  to  act  as  her  husband's  agent,  contracts 

an  Indebtedness  and  he  subsequently,  with  Imowledge  of  the 
facts,  adopts  her  act  as  his  own  by  promising  to  pay  the  debt, 
or  by  accepting  the  benefit  of  the  transaction,  or  in  any  other 
way,  he  thereby  becomes  liable  for  the  debt.  Ibid. 

4.  So,  if  a  wife,  assuming  to  act  as  her  husband's  agent,  signed  his 

name  to  an  agreement  to  take  and  pay  for  a  set  of  books  and 
he  afterwards  adopted  her  act,  the  contract  became  his  from 
the  beginning;  and  proof  of  such  facts  did  not  constitute  a 
variance  from  a  complaint  alleging  that  the  husband  contracted 
for  the  books.  Ibid, 

5.  Evidence  that  in  such  a  case  the  husband  stated  that  if  his  wife 

ordered  the  books  he  would  pay  for  them  at  the  rate  of  about 
$10  per  month,  and  that  the  vendor's  representative  assented 
to  such  condition  of  payment,  was  sufficient  to  take  the  ques- 
tion of  ratification  to  the  jury.  Ibid, 

Impeachment.    See  Witnesses,  5. 

INDIANS. 

The  patent  of  lands  allotted  to  an  Indian  pnrsnant  to  the  treaty  of 
September  30,  1S54,  provided  that  he  should  not  alienate  them 
.  in  any  manner  without  the  consent  of  the  President.  Rules  ap- 
proved by  the  President  provided  that  the  net  proceeds  of  tim- 
ber sold  from  such  lands  should  be  deposited  in  some  national 
bank  subject  to  the  check  of  the  Indian  owner,  countersigned  by 
the  United  States  Indian  agemL  A  contract,  made  under  said 
rules,  for  the  sale  of  timber  from  the  allotted  lands  provided  for 
payment  of  the  purchase  price  to  the  Indian  agent  in  trust  for 
the  owner.  Held  that,  although  the  Indian  owner  had  by  the 
act  of  Congress  of  February  8,  1887,  become  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  and  emancipated  from  federal  control,  his  power 
to  dispose  of  the  proceeds  of  the  timber  was  still  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Indian  agent,  and  hence  that  an  assignment 
thereof  without  such  approval  was  invalid.  Tomkins  v.  Camp- 
bell, 93 

tNFANTS. 
See  GuABBiAK  and  Wabd.  Masteb  and  Ssbvant,  5.  *  Neolioenge,  6. 

1.  Pursuant  to  a  power  given  by  a  will  executors  had  mortgaged 

land  for  the  purpose  of  improving  it  so  that  it  would  produce 
an  income  sufficient  for  the  support  of  the  testator's  son  W. 
After  the  death  of  W.  the  land  went  to  testator's  son  P.  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  lawful  issue.  There  being  then  no 
available  means  for  payment  of  the  mortgage,  it  was  proper  for 
the  court,  under  ch.  300,  Laws  of  1899,  in  order  to  protect  the 
interest  of  an  infant  daughter  of  the  son  P.,  to  authorize  an- 
other mortgage  to  pay  off  the  first    Lueft  v,  Lueft,  534 

2.  It  was  proper  also  in  such  case  for  the  court,  in  order  to  pi^tect 

the  infant's  interest,  to  direct  payment  of  delinquent  taxes  on 
the  land  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  second  mortgage,  not- 
withstanding the  duty  of  the  life  tenant  to  pay  such  taxes. 

Ibid. 
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3.  The  fact  that  the  executors  had  exceeded  their  trust  in  applying 
more  than  the  net  income  to  the  support  of  W.  was  not  material 
in  the  proceeding  to  authorize  the  giving  of  the  second  mort- 
gage. n>id. 

Inheritance  Taxes.     See  CJonstitutional  Law,  2,  3.     Taxation, 
16-19. 

INJUNCTION. 

Acts  which  may  he  restrained:  Parties. 

1.  Acts  in  excess  and  abuse  of  corporate  franchises  and  privileges, 

resulting  in  private  injuries,  may  be  restrained  at  the  suit  of 
private  parties.    Madison  v.  Madison  O.  d  E.  Co,  249 

Same:  Adequacy  of  legal  relief.    See  Schools,  2. 

2.  Where  invalid  proceedings  to  establish  a  drain  across  lands  con- 

stitute a  cloud  upon  the  title  or  a  threatened  permanent  injury 
to  the  land,  the  owner  may  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  have 
the  proceedings  declared  void  and  further  steps  therein  en- 
joined. The  remedy  by  appeal  from  the  determination  of  the 
supervisors  or  by  certiorari  is  not  adequate  in  such  a  case. 
Eraser  v.  Mulany,  377 

Same:  Pleading:  Restraint  of  trade,  etc. 

3.  In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  of  an  interest  in  a  business  to  re- 

strain the  vendor  from  violating  an  agreement  not  to  engage 
in  the  same  kind  of  business  in  the  same  city,  a  complaint  al- 
leging that,  contrary  to  such  agreement,  the  vendor  has  en- 
gaged in  such  business  by  associating  himself  with  others 
therein,  and  that  the  inevitable  result  of  such  connection,  If  it 
be  permitted  to  continue,  will  be  a  large  diminution  in  the 
value  of  the  good  will  of  jthe  business  purchased  by  plaintiff, 
sufficiently  alleges  that  the  restraint  prayed  for  is  necessary 
to  the  protection  of'  the  plaintiffs  business.  My  Laundry  Co.  v. 
Schmeling,  597 

4.  When  a  person  sells  out  his  interest  in  an  established  business 

and  agrees  not  to  enter  into  the  same  kind  of  business  or  be 
concerned  in  it  In  competition  with  that  so  sold,  by  necessary 
implication  such  agreement  is  material  to  the  protection  of 
such  business.  Ibid. 

5.  An  action  to  restrain  the  violation  of  such  an  agn*eement  may  be 

maintained  if  there  has  been  an  actual  breach  thereof  which, 
unless  restrained,  will  cause  Injury  to  plalntlfT  of  a  nature  not 
remediable  adequately  at  law;  and  It  Is  not  essential  that  ac- 
tual Injury  should  have  been  caused  before  the  action  Is  com- 
menced. Ibi.t. 
Awarding  damages  accruing  during  litigation. 

6.  In  an  equitable  action,  upon  the  establishment  of  plaintiffs  right 

to  have  the  defendant  restrained  from  violating  his  agreement 
not  to  engage  in  a  certain  business,  the  court  may.  In  order  to 
do  complete  justice  In  the  matter  and  render  unnecessary  a 
resort  to  an  action  at  law,  award  damages  on  account  of  a  vio- 
lation of  said  agreement  during  the  litigation.  Ibid. 

Evidence:  Materiality. 

7.  Defendant  having  violated  his  contract  not  to  engage  In  the  laun- 

dry business  as  an  employee  or  otherwise,  In  an  action  to  re- 
strain such  violation  his  purpose  in  going  to  work  in  a  laundry 
was  not  material.  Ibid, 
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8.  Evidence  In  such  a  case  that  defendant  was  dependent  for  a  live- 

lihood upon  work  in  or  about  a  laundry,  was  not  adihissible  to 
show  that  the  contract  was  unreasonable.  Ibid. 

Temporary  injunction:  BufUciency  of  complaint, 

9.  A  motion  to  vacate  a  temporary  injunction  challenges  the  suf- 

ficiency of  the  complaint.    Harley  v,  Lindemann,  514 

Bame:  Extent  of  restraint.    See  MimiciPAL  Ck)BFORA.TiON8,  6. 

Same:  Violation:  Punishment,    See  CJontempt. 

iNSTRUcnoiTS  TO  JuBT.  See  Damages,  2.  Libel  awd  Slandeb,  13. 
Negligence,  1,  3,  4.    Railroads,  2.    Trial,  5-8. 

INSURANCE. 

Contract  prevails  over  inconsistent  by-laws. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  statutory  prohibition  or  some  rule  of  public 

policy  to  the  contrary,  a  contract  of  Insurance,  whether  made 
with  a  mutual  or  other  company,  will  prevail  over  provisions 
in  the  articles  of  organization  or  by-laws  of  the  insurer  incon- 
sistent therewith.   Bruger  v.  Princeton  d  8t,  M.  Mut.  F,  Ins.  Co. 

281 
Fire  insurance:  Notice  of  existing  insurance. 

2.  The  question  whether,  when  an  insurance  policy  was  issued,  the 

company  was  notified  of  existing  insurance  on  the  property, 
is  held,  on  the  evidence,  to  have  been  properly  one  for  the  jury. 

Ibid. 
Same:  Value  of  property  destroyed:  Instructions. 

3.  Sworn  proofs  of  loss  were  received  in  evidence,  and  plaintifiP 

testified  that  the  statements  therein  as  to  the  value  of  the  per- 
sonal property  destroyed  were  correct.  There  was  no  objection 
to  this  evidence  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  directed  to 
market  value,  and  no  cross-examination  showing  that  it  was 
not  so  directed.  Held,  that  this  evidence  was  sufficient  to  take 
the  case  to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  value.  Ibid. 

4.  An  instruction  to  the  jury  as  to  the  proportion  which  plaintiff 

could  recover  of  the  value  of  certain  provisions  is  held  not  pre- 
judicially erroneous.  Ibid. 

Life  insurance:  Holding  policy  in  trust.    See  Tbusts  and  Tbustbes. 

Insurance  agents:  Contracts  with  company.  See  Mobtgages,  2.  Prin- 
cipal and  Agent,  1-5. 

Interest  in  casualty  company  as  basis  for  challenge.    See  Jury 

Intent.    See  Fobgeby,  3.    Injunction,  7. 

Intebest:  Default  In  payment    See  Bills  and  Notes,  8. 

Intervention.    See  Replevin. 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS. 

Revocation  of  licenses, 

1.  The  Milwaukee  city  charter  (subd.  1,  sec.  3,  ch.  IV),  giving  to  the 
common  council  power  to  "license,  regulate,  and  restrain"  those 
engaged  in  the  business  of  selling  liquor,  does  not  by  implica- 
tion empower  the  council  to  provide  by  ordinance  how  licenses 
to  sell  liquor  may  be  revoked  or  to  confer  power  to  revoke 
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them  upon  a  court.  The  general  laws  on  that  subject  (sees.  1558, 
X559,  Stats.  1898),  enacted  by  the  same  legislature  as  was  the 
charter  provision,  apply  to  all  municipalities  and  are  exclusije. 
State  ex  rel.  Sepic  v.  Milwaukee,  662 

Sale  vHthout  license:  Second  conviction  during  year:  Evidence, 

2.  Under  a  complaint  charging  sale  of  liquor  without  a  license,  but 

not  alleging  a  former  conviction,  evidence  was  not  admissible 
to  show  such  a  conviction  for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  the  ac- 
cused to  the  heavier  punishment  imposed  by  statute  in  case  of 
a  second  convictign  during  any  yea^.    Paetz  v.  State,  174 

3.  The  admission  of  such  evidence,  when  offered  by  the  state  in 

making  its  case,  cannot  be  justified  on  the  ground  that  it 
tended  to  affect  the  credibility  of  the  accused  as  a  witness,  he 
then  not  having  testified;  and  his  subsequent  testimony,  on 
cross-examination,  as  to  such  former  conviction  did  not  cure  or 
waive  the  error.  /bid. 

/  4.  The  words  "during  any  year"  in  sec.  1550,  Stats.  1898  (providing 
for  the  punishment  in  case  of  a  second  conviction  of  the  same 
person  during  any  year),  mean  during  the  ensuing  period  of 
365  days  after  the  date  of  the  first  conviction.  Ibid. 

JUDGMENT. 

When  may  "be  ordered:  Proof  of  service  not  filed.    See  Divorce.  1. 
By  default:  Vacating, 

1.  Upon  a  motion  to  vacate  a  default  judgment  and  permit  a  de- 

fense to  be  interposed  it  is  essential  that  it  should  appear,  from 
the  proposed  answer  and  the  whole  case  made,  that  the  claim  of 
the  defendant  is  meritorious.    Kremer  v,  Spouholz,  549 

2.  The  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  proposed  answer  in  such  a 

case  may  properly  be  tested  by  the  proofs  produced  on  the  mo- 
tion, to  the  extent  of  determining  whether,  in  any  reasonable 
probability,  the  claim  of  the  defendant  can  be  established  on  a 
trial;  and  if  there  is  no  such  probability  the  answer,  though 
meritorious  in  mere  words,  may  be  condemned  as  unmeritori- 
ous  in  fact.  Ibid, 

On  trial  of  issues:  Verdict  and  findings:  Immaterial  error, 

3.  Where  in  an  action  on  contract  facts  properly  pleadable  as  a 

defense  at  law  were  so  pleaded  and  were  also  pleaded  as  an 
equitable  counterclaim  for  rescission,  and  trial  of  the  legal  issue 
resulted  in  a  general  verdict  for  plaintiff,  there  was  no  material 
error  in  granting  a  motion  for  judgment  on  the  verdict  before 
formally  disposing  of  the  counterclaim  by  findings  against  the 
defendant    Bruger  v.  Princeton  d  St.  M,  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co,       281 

Same:  Conformity  to  pleadings, 

4.  A  judgment  in  favor  of  defendant  held  not  erroneous  whether 

considered  as  based  upon  counterclaim  or  upon  an  offer  made 
in  the  complaint.    Davidor  v.  Bradford,  524 

Same:  Directing  payments  on  condition.  See  Gaitcellation  or  In- 
struments. 

Personal  judgment,  when  not  proper.    See  Liens,  1.    Mobtoaq£S,  4. 

Entry  of  judgment:  Nunc  pro  tunc.    See  Divorce,  2. 

Setting  aside  or  vacating.    See  CorNTY  Courts. 
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Reversal  on  appeal.    See  Appkal,  Ajflrmanoe  and  reversal. 

Conclusiveness  of  adjudication.  See  Tax  Titles,  2. 
5?  A  judgment  against  the  validity  of  the  summary  remoyal  of  a 
policeman  from  office,  rendered  in  certiorari  proceedings  where- 
in- no  question  as  to  his  original  appointment  was  considered, 
does  not  render  the  validity  of  such  appointment  res  judicata. 
Seifen  v.  Racine,  343 

Judicial  Powers  and  Functions.    See  Constitutional  Law,  1,  2. 
Gas,  8. 

Jurisdiction.     See  County  Courts,  1.    Courts,  3,  4.    Divorce,  1. 
Drains,  3-9,    Taxation,  11,  12. 

JURY. 

Right  to  jury  trial.    See  Replevin,  1. 

Examination  of  jurors:  Interest  in  casualty  company. 

In  an. action  for  personal  injuries  plaintiff's  attorney  may  examine 
jurors  as  to  their  interest  in  any  casualty  insurance  company 
as  a  basis  for  challenges;  but  this  should  be  done  only  in  the 
ordinary  way,  by  proper  questions  to  the  jurors,  and  not  as  if 
^anything  of  a  peculiar  nature  were  involved  therein.  No  foun- 
dation need  be  laid  for  such  examination,  and  it  is  not  neces- 
sary or  proper  to  require  defendant's  attorney  or  his  nonpro- 
fessional assistant  to  submit  to  a  private  examination  as  to 
whether  he  represents  any  such  insurance  company  concerned 
in  the  action.    Howard  v.  Beldenville  L.  Co.  98 

Justices'  Courts.    See  Appeal,  Z,  12. 

Labor:  Contracts  in  restraint  of.    See  Contracts,  3-7. 

Lakes.    See  Appeal,  3.    Drains,  1,  2. 

Land  Contract.    See  Specific  Performance,  2. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
See  Contracts,  14. 
Leas^:  Modification  hy  oral  agreement. 

1.  An  oral  agreement,  made  some  months  after  the  execution  of  a 

written  lease,  relating  to  the  making  by  the  lessor  of  certain 
specific  repairs  in  the  leased  building  is  held  to  have  been  sep- 
arate from  and  independent  of  the  lease  and  not  to  have  altered 
or  modified  a  provision  therein  that  the  lessee  should  make  all 
necessary  repairs  inside  the  premises.    Auer  v.  Vahl,  635 

Same:  Abandonment:  Failure  to  make  repairs. 

2.  Where  the  lessee  expressly  covenanted  to  make  all  necessary  re- 

pairs inside  of  the  leased  premises,  he  cannot  justify  an  aban- 
donment of  the  lease  and  refusal  to  pay  rent  on  the  ground  of 
the  lessor's  failure  to  make  such  repairs.  Ihid^- 

8am^:  Surrender:  Acceptance. 

3.  Before  the  expiration  of  their  term  lessees  of  a  mill  told  the  les- 

sor that  they  would  have  to  give  up  the  mill,  and-  he  replied 
that  they  could  do  so  if  they  would  get  a  man  as  good  as  they 
were.  They  said  they  would  try,  but  paid  no  rent  thereafter, 
and  thereupon  surrendered  the  premises  to  the  lessor,  who  ac- 
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cepted  Bucli  surrender  and  immediately  took  full  and  exclusive 
possession.  Held,  that  the  lease  was  thereby  terminated  and 
the  lessees  relieved  from  further  payment  of  rent  West  Con- 
cord Milling  Co.  v.  Hoamer,  a 

Legislative    Poweb:     Delegation.     See    Constitutionai.   Law,    L 
Gas,  3. 

LIBEL  AND  SLANDER. 

Actionable  statements:  Newspaper  article  and  picture 

1.  A  newspaper  article  falsely  stating  that  a  person  is  a  suicide 

fiend,  has  attempted  suicide  twenty-five  times,  and  would  usu- 
ally go  to  the  hospital  and  ask  to  be  pumped  out,  is  libelous  as 
tending  to  bring  that  person  into  public  contempt  and  ridicule. 
Wandt  V.  HearsVs  Chicago  American,  419 

2.  Where  a  picture  of  plaintiff  was  inserted  in  such  an  article  in 

such  a  way  as  to  be  in  effect  a  statement  that  it  was  a  picture 
of  the  person  referred  to,  the  article  and  picture  together  con- 
stituted an  actionable  libel,  although  the  article  gave  as  the 
name  of  the  person  referred  to  a  name  other  than  plaintiff's  and 
although  plaintiff  may  not  have  been  damaged  in  the  estimation 
of  friends  who  knew  her  well.  Il>id. 

8am^:  Spoken  words  charging  crime:  "Infamous  punishment.'*' 

3.  Spoken  words  falsely  charging  an  indictable  crime  involving 

moral  turpitude  or  which  would  subject  the  person  charged  to 
an  infamous  punishment  are  actionable  per  se.  Barley  v,  Winn, 

291 

4.  Imprisonment  in  the  county  jail  is  "an  infamous  punishment." 

within  the  meaning  of  the  above  rule,  and,  an  assault  and  bat- 
tery being  so  punishable,  spoken  words  falsely  charging  that 
crime  are  actionable  per  se.  Ibid. 

Meaning  of  words  spoken:  Court  and  jury. 

5.  Defendant  was  alleged  to  have  said  to  plaintiff  in  the  presence 

of  others:  "Shame,  shame,  B.  W.,  whipping  your  mother!  She 
abuses  her  mother,  and  this  isn't  the  first  time  either."  Held, 
that  these  words,  besides  asserting  that  plaintiff  had  just  been 
whipping  her  mother,  were  capable  of  being  understood  as  as- 
serting that  there  had  been  other  like  abuse  on  previous  oc- 
casions, and  that  the  question  whether  they  had  that  meaning 
to  the  hearers  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury.  Ibid. 

Separate  slanders:  Pleading:  Evidence. 

6.  A  complaint  alleged  the  speaking  of  certain  defamatory  words 

in  the  presence  of  certain  persons  and,  a  few  minutes  later,  at 
another  place,  the  speaking  of  other  defamatory  words,  and 
that  "said  false  and  defamatory  words  were  maliciously  spo- 
ken" in  the  presence  of  certain  persons  named  "and  divers 
other  persons  and  at  divers  other  times  and  places."  Held,  that 
the  words  last  quoted  did  not  constitute  a  charge  of  distinct 
slanders  at  other  times  and  places  and  to  other  persons,  and 
that,  to  warrant  the  admission  of  evidence  of  such  other  state- 
ments as  separate  and  independent  slanders  and  not  merely  as 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  malice,  they  should  have  been 
pleaded  as  separate  causes  of  action.  Ibid. 

Evidence:  Reputation:  Hearsay. 

7.  In  an  action  for  slander  evidence  as  to  plaintiff's  general  repu- 

tation, in  mitigation  or  partial  denial  of  damages,  must  be  con- 
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fined  to  reputation  In  respect  to  the  fault  or  trait  of  character 
inyolyed  in  the  offense  charged.    Barley  v.  Winnt  291 

8.  Where  the  alleged  slander  was  to  the  effect  that  plaintifiP  had 

heen  "whipping  her  mother/'  evidence  that  prior  to  the  slander 
plaintiff  had  a  general  reputation  for  quarreling  with  and  ill- 
treating  her  mother  was  admissible  on  the  question  of  dam- 
ages; but  evidence  as  to  such  reputation  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
was  wholly  inadmissible.  Ibid. 

9.  Evidence  in  such  a  case  of  specific  instances  of  quarrels  between 

plaintiff  and  her  mother  at  times  other  than  that  of  the  alleged 
whipping,  did  not  tend  to  prove  that  whipping;  nor  was  such 
evidence  admissible  to  show  plaintifTs  reputation  in  that  re- 
spect. Ibid. 

10.  Evidence  of  statements  made  to  third  persons  by  the  mother  as 

to  plaintiff's  treatment  of  her  was  hearsay  and  inadmissible. 

Ibid. 

11.  A  defendant  who  uttered  a  slander  upon  his  own  authority  and 

as  of  his  own  knowledge  cannot,  in  order  to  minimize  or  defeat 
the  inference  of  express  malice,  prove  the  unsworn  statements 
of  others  or  current  rumors  injurious  to  the  plaintiff.        'Ibid. 
Same:  Cross-examination:  Impeachment. 

12.  A  witness  for  defendant  who  had  testified  as  to  what  happened 

at  the  time  the  alleged  slander  was  uttered,  and  to  a  subse- 
quent conversation  with  certain  persons,  was  asked  on  cross- 
examination  whether  he  did  not  tell  them  that  he  knew  nothing 
of  the  occurrence.  Held,  that  the  question  was  proper  either 
as  contradicting  the  witness  or  as  a  basis  for  impeaching  testi- 
mony. Ibid. 

Instructions  to  jury:  Separate  slanders. 

13.  In  an  action  wherein  the  complaint  charged  at  least  two  slan- 

ders, the  court  instructed  the  Jury  that  if  they  found  that  de- 
fendant did  not  speak  substantially  the  words  alleged  in  the 
complaint  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  Plaintiffs  counsel  did 
not  request  any  such  modification  or  amplification  of  the  in- 
struction as  would  inform  the  jury  that  they  might  find  a  ver- 
dict for  plaintifC  if  they  found  that  either  of  the  alleged  slan- 
ders had  been  uttered.  Whether,  in  the  absence  of  such  re- 
quest, the  instruction  given  was  so  clearly  erroneous  as  to  ne- 
cessitate a  reveraal,  is  not  determined.  Ibid, 

Licenses. 
To  sell  intoxicating  liquors.    See  Intoxicating  Liquors. 
To  practice  medicine.    See  Physicians  and  Subgeons. 
License  fees  from  public  service  corporations.   See  Taxation,  3. 

LIENS. 

1.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  subcontractor's  lien  a  personal  judg-  . 

ment  against  the  owner  is  erroneous  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
showing  his  personal  liability  to  the  plaintifC.    Ponti  v.  Eckels, 

26 

2.  The  fact  that  plaintiff's  attorney  or  some  third  person  was  un- 

able to  find  in  the  county  any  agent  of  the  owner  to  whom 
notice  of  the  lien  claim  could  be  given  in  compliance  with  sec. 
3315,  Stats.  1898,  does  not  show  the  plaintiff's  inability  to  find 
such  an  agent,  especially  where  it  appears  that  the  owner  had 
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an  agent  in  the  county  and  that  plaintiff  while  doing  the  work 
as  subcontractor  had  had  continual  dealings  with  said  agent  in 
his  capacity  as  such.  Ibid. 

8.  The  notice  of  claim  for  a  subcontractor's  lien  is  not  process,  and 
a  certificate  or  return  signed  by  a  deputy  sheriff,  to  the  effect 
that  after  diligent  search  in  tbje  county  he  was  unable  to  find 
the  owner  or  any  agent  upon  whom  such  notice  could  be  served, 
has  no  evidentiary  force.  Ihid, 

4.  Under  a  building  contract  providing  that  the  architect  might  di- 
rect alterations  only  by  making  a  written  agreement  with  the 
contractor  in  advance,  if  no  such  agreement  was  made  and 
there  was  no  waiver  by  the  contractor  a  subcontractor  cannot 
recover  from  the  contractor  for  extra  work  done  without  the 
consent  or  authority  of  the  latter.  Ihid, 

Life  Estates:  Taxes.    See  Infakts,  2. 

Life  Insurance.    See  Trusts  and  Trustees. 

Limitation  of  Actions.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  8. 

Loos  AND  LxTMBER.     SoC  TAXATION,  13. 

LosT*OR  Destroyed  Will.    See  Wilus,  1,  2. 
Malice.    See  Libel  and  Slander,  6,  11. 

MANDAMUS. 

See  Courts,  5.    Schools. 

Although  mandamus  will  not  generally  be  available  in  advance 
of  the  time  when  the  official  duty  in  question  is  to  be  per- 
formed, yet  in  extreme  cases  the  writ  may  issue  to  control  the 
performance  of  prospective  duties.  No  other  remedy  being 
available,  such  a  case  is  held  to  exist  as  to  the  duty  of  a  county 
clerk  with  respect  to  printing  relator's  name  on  the  c^cial 
ballot,  where  the  clerk  had  already  made  his  determination 
and  might  legally  act  at  once,  but  was  not  required  by  law  to 
act  until  some  Uiree  weeks  later,  only  four  days  before  the 
election,  and  the  writ  if  delayed  until  that  time  would  be  fruit- 
less.   State  ex  rel.  Kinder  v.  Cfoff,  668 

Manslaughter.    See  Homicide,  2,  3. 

Marriage.    See  Divorce. 

MARRIED  WOMEN. 

Contracts:  Validity:  Enforcement, 

1.  A  married  woman,  though  possessing  separate  property,  is  not 

liable  in  an  action  at  law  upon  a  promissory  note  signed  by  her 
with  her  husband,  where  it  was  not  given  for  the  purchase 
price  of  any  property  bought  or  received  by  her,  was  not  in 
any  way  necessary  or  beneficial  to  the  management  or  enjoy- 
ment of  her  separate  property  or  business,  and  did  not  relate 
to  her  personal  services,  and  where  there  were  no  facts  creating 
an  estoppel.    Merrell  v.  Purdy,  331 

2.  A  married  woman  cannot  be  charged  in  an  action  at  law  upon  a 

note  signed  by  her  with  her  husband  as  surety  for  his  debt, 
where  her  act  in  becoming  a  party  to  the  note  was  not  neces- 
sary or  convenient  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  her  separate 
property  or  to  the  carrying  on  of  her  separate  business,  and  did 
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not  relate  to  her  persoBal  teryioes.  The  facts  that  the  payee 
changed  his  position  (as  by  releasing  a  mortgage  on  the  hus- 
band's chattels)  on  the  faith  of  the  wife's  signing  the  note,  and 
that  the  note  specifically  stated  that  she  charged  her  separate 
estate  with  the  payment  thereof,  are  not  available  as  grounds 
of  liability  at  law.    Bailey  v.  Fink,  373 

3.  A  contract  by  a  married  daughter  having  separate  estate  and  by 

others  for  the  support  of  her  mother  during  life,  which  pro- 
tected such  daughter  from  liability  under  the  statute  to  fur- 
nish such  support  in  case  her  mother  should  become  unable  to 
support  herself,  operated  to  the  benefit  of  the  daughter's  sep- 
arate estate,  and  she  was  therefore  bound  thereby.  Payne  v. 
Payne,  450 

Liability  of  estate  for  funeral  expenses. 

4.  Under  sees.  3822,  3852,  Stats.  1898,  the  estate  of  a  married  woman* 

who  dies  leaving  separate  property  is  primarily  liable  for  her 
funeral  expenses;  and  the  claim  therefor  may  be  enforced 
against  such  estate  without  regard  to  any  liability  of  the  hus- 
band.   Schneider  v.  Estate  of  Breier,  444 

5.  Sees.  2341,  2342,  Stats.  1898  (providing  that  the  property  of  a  fe- 

male shall  not  be  liable  for  her  husband's  debts),  refer  tO' 
debts  which  are  exclusively  debts  of  the  husband,  and  not  to 
such  as  are  primarily  a  charge  against  the  separate  estate  of 
the  wife.  Ibid. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Inducing  servant  to  leave:  Damages.    See  Damages,  3.  * 
Injuries  to  servants, 

1.  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  an  employee  in  a  sawmill,  alleged  to 

have  been  caused  by  a  piece  of  wood  falling  upon  him  through 
a  hole  which  the  employer  had  negligently  permitted  to  remain 
in  the  floor  above,  the  fact  that  negligence  of  a  co-employee 
combined  with  that  of  the  employer  to  cause  the  injury  is  not 
a  defense.    Howard  v,  Beldenville  L,  Co,  98 

2.  A  reasonably  safe  working  place  being  furnished  to  a  servant 

when  he  is  put  to  work,  the  master's  absolute  duty  in  that  re- 
gard is  satisfied.  If  thereafter  the  place  becomes  unsafe  and  the 
servant  is  injured  by  reason  thereof  before  the  master  has 
loiowledge,  or  reasonable  opportunity  to  obtain  knowledge,  of 
the  danger  and  reasonable  opportunity  to  remove  it,  the  master 
is  not  liable.  Ibid. 

3.  The  question  whether  plalntifiP,  an  employee  in  a  sawmill,  was 

injured  in  the  manner  alleged,  by  his  hand  being  caught  be- 
tween the  belt  and  rim  of  a  pulley,  is  held  upon  the  evidence  to 
have  been  one  for  the  jury.    Mabshall,  J.,  dissents.  Ibid, 

4.  PlaintifC,  an  employee  in  defendant's  shop,  was  injured  by  the 

falling  of  a  crane  caused  by  the  breaking  of  an  eyebolt  by 
which  one  of  the  iron  rods  supporting  the  crane  was  fastened 
to  the  framework  of  the  building.  Findings  by  the  jury  that 
the  construction  of  the  rod  and  bolt  was  not  reasonably  safe 
and  sufficient,  and  that  defendant's  negligence  in  respect  to 
such  construction  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  are 
held  to  be  sustained  by  the  evidence.  Sorensen  v,  J.  /.  Case  T. 
M.  Co.  366^ 
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5.  Defects  in  drilling  machinery  at  which  a  boy  was  employed  are 
held  not  to  have  been  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  to  his 
hand,  such  injury  having  been  caused  by  his  use  of  a  wire  hook 
invented  by  himself  to  aid  in  the  work,  and  his  use  thereof  not 
having  been  known  to,  or  within  the  reasonable  anticipation  of, 
his  employers.    8tefanowski  v,  CTtain  Belt  Co.  484 

Maxims. 
Expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius,  204,  206,  214. 
Noscitur  a  sociis,  653-655. 
Stare  decisis,  217. 

Mechanics'  Liens.    See  Liens. 

Mental  Capacity.    See  Deeds,  1. 

Milwaukee  City  Charter.    See  Intoxicating  Liquors,  1. 

Minors.     See  Guardian  and  Ward.     Infants.    Master  and  Ser- 
vant, 5.    Negligence,  5. 

Mistake.    See  Reformation  of  Instruments. 


MORTGAGES. 

Power  of  executors,  etc.,  to  mortgage  land.    See  Wills,  4,  5. 

Mortgaging  future  interests  in  land.    See  Infants. 

Assumption  of  mortgage  by  grantee.    See  Appeal,  11.     Contribu- 
tion, 3. . 

Payment  and  discharge.    See  Principal  and  Agent. 

1.  Evidence  held  to  show  that  a  note  and  mortgage  had  not  in  fact 

been  paid  to  an  agent  of  the  holder;  that  the  holder  was  not 
estopped  to  assert  his  rights  thereunder  as  against  the  holder 
of  a  subsequent  note  and  mortgage  of  the  same  land;  and  that 
the  last  named  securities  were  void,  there  having  been  no  con- 
sideration for  them  or  for  their  assignment  to  said  holder 
thereof.    Becker  v,  Bluemel,  491 

2.  An  insurance  agent  who  had  given  a  mortgage  to  secure  repay- 

ment of  advances  made  by  the  company  and  payable  only  out 
of  renewal  commissions  is  held  to  have  been  discharged  from 
obligation  upon  the  mortgage  indebtedness  when  he  resigned 
the  agency.    Security  T,  d  L.  Ins,  Co,  v.  Ellsworth,  349 

Foreclosure:  Sale:  Inadequate  price. 

3.  An  order  confirming  the  sale  of  land  upon  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 

gage is  held  warranted  by  the  proofs,  as  against  the  claim  of 
the  mortgagors  that  the  price  was  grossly  inadequate  and  that 
by  false  representations  they  were  in'duced  not  to  attempt  to 
procure  the  attendance  of  bidders.    Lewis  v.  Priest,  280 

Same:  Judgment  for  deficiency,  when  proper, 

4.  Where  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  it  is  adjudged  that 

there  can  be  no  foreclosure,  the  personal  judgment  for  deficiency 
authorized  by  sec.  3156,  Stats.  1898,  and  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint cannot  be  rendered.    Marling  v.  Maynard,  580 

Mortgages  of  chattels.    See  Chattel  Mortgages. 
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MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

See  Towns. 
Incorporation:  City  as  successor  of  toton  in  respect  to  contracts. 

1.  For  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  an  unincorporated  village 

therein  a  town  passed  an  ordinance  granting  to  plaintiff's  as- 
signors a  franchise  for  the  construction  of  waterworks  in  said 
village  and  contracting  to  pay  certain  hydrant  rentals,  etc.  The 
waterworks  plant  waa  constructed  by  plaintiff  wholly  within 
the  limits  of  the  village.  Afterwards  the  village  became  incor- 
porated as  a  city,  and  plaintiff  continued  to  furnish  water  to 
the  city  and  its  inhabitants  under  the  terms  of  the  ordinance 
contract,  all  parties  acting  upon  the  assumption  that  the  city 
had  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  town  there- 
under. The  town  thereafter  was  not  concerned  In  the  water- 
works property,  exercised  no  supervision  over  it,  and  derived 
no  benefit  from  it  Held,  that  the  city  was  bound  by  the  ordi- 
nance contract  as  the  successor  of  the  town.  Washhum  W,  W: 
Co.  V.  Washhum,  73 

Classification  of  cities:  Constitutional  lato. 

2.  A  statute  not  applicable  to  larger  cities,  but  requiring  in  cities 

of  the  fourth  class  the  approval  of  the  electors  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  for  acquiring  steam  or  water  power  for  light  or  water  sup- 
ply, does  not  involve  an  improper  classification  of  cities  on  a 
basis  not  germane  to  the  subject  of  the  act  Smith  v.  Burling- 
ton, 336 
Powers  as  to  lighting  plants  and  toatertoorks:  Special  elections. 

3.  Sec.  1,  ch.  95,  Laws  of  1901,  in  terms  grants  to  cities  of  the 

fourth  class  power  to  purchase,  lease,  or  construct  steam  power 
or  water  power  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  and  operating 
lighting  plants  and  waterworks.  Sec.  2  provides  that  the  power 
granted  in  sec.  1  shall  be  exercised  only  when  ratified  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  at  a  special  election.  Construing  said  act  in 
the  light  of  other  legislation  on  the  general  subject  it  is  held 
that,  even  if  the  power  in  terms  granted  by  sec.  1  existed  under 
prior  statutes,  it  is  subject  to  the  condition  imposed  by  sec.  2. 
Smith  V.  Burlington,  836 

4.  The  exercise  of  the  power  mentioned  is  equally  subject  to  said 

condition  whether  the  attempt  be  to  acquire  the  steam  or  water 
power  as  a  separate  undertaking  or  as  incidental  to  or  a  part  of 
a  general  plan  for  construction  of  a  lighting  plant  or  water- 
works. Ibid. 
Same:  InjunctUmal  order:  Extent  of  restraint. 

5.  An  injunctional  order  restraining  a  city  of  the  fourth  class  from 

entering  into  any  contract  or  issuing  any  bonds  for  the  con- 
struction of  an  electric  lighting  plant  pursuant  to  proceedings 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  which  proceedings  involved  the  ac- 
quisition of  steam  or  water  power  for  such  plant  in  violation 
of  ch.  95,  Laws  of  1901,  is  held  not^so  broad  as  to  bar  the  com- 
mencement of  new  proceedings  for  the  establishment  of  a  light- 
ing system  which  did  not  include  the  acquisition  of  steam  or 
water  power.  ibid. 

Revocation  of  liquor  licenses.    See  IirroxiOATiNQ  Liquobs,  1. 

Ordinances  regulating  street  railways:  Construction.  See  Street 
Railways,  1,  2. 
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Btreets:  Deposit  of  huilding  material:  Trespassers, 

6.  The  lawful  depd&it  of  building  material  in  a  street,  obstructincr 

travel  thereon  to  some  extent,  does  not  render  others  using  that 
portion  of  the  street  trespaasers,  nor  absolve  the  person  deposit- 
ing the  material  from  the  duty  of  ordinary  care  not  to  injure 
them.    Compty  v.  C.  H.  Starke  D.  d  D,  Co,  622 

7.  A  small  boy  who  had  for  a  short  time  been  sitting  upon  building 

material  in  a  street  watching  a  pile  driver  on  the  adjoining  lot 
was  not  a  trespasser  so  as  to  absolve  the  contractor  driving  the 
piles  from  the  duty  of  ordinary  care  toward  him.  Ibid. 

Mtjbder.    See  Homicide. 

Navioablb  Waters.    See  Appeal,  3.    Drains,  1,  2. 

Necbssabibs.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Negative  Testimony.    See  Railroads,  2. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

Ordinary  care  defined:  Instructions  to  jury, 

1.  A  charge  to  the  Jury  defining  ordinary  care  as  being  such  care 

as  a  person  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  ordinarily  would 
have  exercised  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances,  is  not 
erroneous  by  reason  of  the  use  of  the  word  "would."  Roedler 
V,  C,  M,  d  8t,  F.  R,  Co.  270 

Acts  constituting  negligence. 

2.  Evidence  that  a  pile  which  was  being  driven  by  defendant  near 

a  street  had  been  broken  in  two  or  three  places  by  the  pile 
driver  so  that  another  blow  might  well  cause  one  of  the  pieces 
to  fly  out  of  place;  that  such  breakage  was  obvious  to  those  in 
charge  of  the  work;  and  that  they  caused  or  permitted  another 
blow  to  be  given,  whereupon  a  section  of  the  pile  flew  out  and 
fell  upon  the  plaintiff  in  the  street,  is  held  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  verdict  flnding  defendant  guilty  of  negligence.  Compty 
V,  C,  H.  Starke  D.  d  D.  Co.  622 

Proximate  cause.    See  EIlectricity,  3.    Master  and  Servant,  4,  5. 

.  3.  A  charge  that  by  the  term  "proximate  cause"  is  meant  '*the  effi- 
cient cause  which  produces  the  injury  as  a  natural  and  prob- 
able result,"  etc.,  is  not  erroneous  by  reason  of  a  failure  to  add, 
after  the  words  "efficient  cause,"  the  words  "that  which  acts 
first."    Roedler  v.  (7.,  M.  d  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  270 

Contributory  negligence:  Instructions  to  jury. 

4.  The  use  of  the  words  "plaintifTs  fault**  in  an  instruction  regard- 

ing contributory  negligence  and  assumption  of  risk  is  held  not 
to  have  been  an  error  prejudicial  to  defendant,  where,  as  used, 
they  obviously  meant  merely  a  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff,  of  which  the  court  had  jost  spoken.  Sorensen 
V.  J.  I.  Case  T.  M.  Co.  366 

Same:  Negligence  of  parent:  Court  and  jury, 

5.  Upon  evidence  showing,  among  other  things,  that  a  boy  about 

three  years  old  had  been  given  his  lunch  in  the  kitchen;  that 
his  mother,  who  earned  her  own  living  and  cared  for  her  fam- 
ily, then  turned  to  her  housework  in  another  room;  that  during 
the  fifteen  or  twenty  minutes  following  the  boy  went  into  the 
back  yard,  thence  into  the  street  in  front  and  around  two  cor- 
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ners  to  a  place  about  a  block  and  a  half  away,  where  a  pile 
driver  was  at  work,  and  there  was  injured;  and  that  the  mother 
had  never  known  the  boy  to  go  to  that  place  before— it  is  held 
that  the  mother  could  not  be  declared,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to 
have  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  care  of  the  child.  Oompty 
V.  O.  H,  Btarke  D,  d  D.  Co.  622 

Buhmission  of  questions  to  jury:  Special  verdict.    See  Tbial,  11-13. 

Injuries  to  employees.    See  Masteb  aitd  Sebvant. 

Injury  from  live  wire.    See  Blectbicity. 

Injury  to  person  in  street^  from  building  operations  on  adjoining  lot. 
See  Municipal  CJorpobations,  6,  7.    Negligence,  2. 

Injury  to  person  crossing  street  railway  tracks.  See  Stbbst  Rail- 
ways, 4. 

Injury  to  person  at  street  crossing.    See  Railboads. 

Injury  in  collision  between  street  car  and  train.  See  Stbbst  Rail- 
ways, 1-3. 

Negotiable  Instbuments.  See  Bills  and  Notes.  False  Pbbtbnses. 

FORGEBY. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

It  was  not  error  ndt  to  impose  costs  upon  setting  aside  a  verdict 
and  judgment  for  the  reasons,  among  others,  that  the  court  com- 
mitted errors  upon  the  trial  and  that  the  verdict  was  perverse. 
Cooper  V.  Cfranger,  50 

Nomtnations  for  office.    See  Elections. 
NoTABY  Public.    See  Pertuby,  1,  2. 
Notice. 

Of  appeal.    See  Appeal,  4. 

Of  payments.    See  Building  CJontbacts,  4. 

Of  hearing.    See  Dbains,  5. 

Of  existing  insurance.    See  Insubance,  2. 

Of  lien  claim.    See  Liens,  2,  3. 
Nunc  Pbo  Tunc.    See  Divobce,  2. 
Offbb  and  Acceptance.    See  CJontbacts,  1. 
Offsb  of  Judgment.    See  Judgment,  4. 

OFFICERS. 

Appointment  and  removals    See  Judgment,  6. 

1.  The  evidence  in  this  case — showing,  among  other  things,  that 

plaintifiP  performed  the  duties  and  was  paid  the  salary  of  a  po- 
liceman for  a  certain  period;  that  he  had  theretofore,  after  ex- 
amination by  the  police  commission,  been  placed  upon  the  eligi- 
ble list;  that  a  certificate  approving  his  appointment,  executed 
for  the  conmiission  by  its  secretary,  had  been  filed  with  the  city 
clerk;  and  that  he  had  duly  qualified  before  entering  the  serv- 
ice— is  held  sufficient  to  show  due  appointment  to  the  office  of 
policeman.    Seifen  v.  Racine,  343 

2.  Upon  receiving  notice  of  removal  from  office,  believing  he  had 

been  legally  dicharged,  a  policeman  delivered  to  the  city  such 
articles  of  property  as  it  had  furnished  to  him  for  use  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties,  but  upon  obtaining  advice  of  counsel 
Vou  129  —  46 
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that  the  attempted  removal  was  inyalid  he  commenced  proceed- 
ings to  test  its  validity.  Held,  that  he  had  not  acquiesced  in 
the  removal  or  surrendered  or  abandoned  the  office.  Ibid, 

8.  Shortly  after  an  attempted  removal  of  plaintiff  from  the  office  of 
policeman,  other  policemen  were  appointed,  but  to  none  of  such 
new  men  were  assigned  the  duties  which  plaintifC  had  per- 
formed, such  duties  being  performed  by  an  older  member  of 
the  force.  The  salary  attached  to  plaintifC's  office  was  $65  per 
month,  and  the  new  appointees  received  each  |55  per  month. 
Heldf  that  no  other  person  was  performing  the  duties  and  re- 
ceiving the  emoluments  of  the  office  to  which  plaintiff  had  title, 
and  that  for  the  time  during  which  he  was  unlawfully  pre- 
vented from  performing  such  duties  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
the  salary  of  the  office.  Ibid. 

Election,    See  Elections. 

Title  to  office.    See  Coubts,  3-5. 

Controlling  prospective  duties.    See  Mandamus. 

8tate  dvU  service.   See  Civil  Ssrviob  Laws. 

County  clerk.    See  Coubts.  5.    Elections,  2.    Mandamus. 

Clerk  of  circuit  court.    See  Appeal,  4.    Divorce,  2. 

Policemen,    See  Opficebs,  1-3. 

Officers  of  corporations:  Execution  of  notes.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 

Obdebs. 
Appealable.    See  Appeal,  1-3. 
Vacating.    See  Refbbence,  1,  2. 

Obdinances.    See  Intoxicating  Liquobs,  1.    Street  Railways,  1,  t, 

Pabent  and  Child.    See  Deeds,  1,  2.    Guardian  and  Wabd.    MaBt 
bied  Women,  3.    Negligence,  5.    Wills,  2. 

Pabol  Evidence.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1  (4).    Evidence,  4. 

Pabties. 

By  whom  action  may  be  maintained.    See  Injuhotion,  1.    Schools. 
Joinder.    See  Contbibution,  2,  3.    Costs.    Physioianb  ahd  Sub- 

GEONS,  4.    Pleading,  2. 
Intervention.    See  Replevin. 

Pabtnebship.    See  Contbacts,  12. 

Payment.     See  Building  Contbacts,  3,  4.     Cancellation  of  In- 

STBUMENTS.     MORTGAGES,  1,  2.     PbINCIPAL  AND  AGENT,  6. 

Pebfobmance.    See  Contbacts,  11-14.    Specific  PERroBMAKOB. 

PERJURY. 

1.  The  official  certificate  of  a  notary,  with  proof  of  the  authenticity 

of  his  and  the  affiant's  signatures,  is  prima  facie  proof  of  the 
proper  execution  of  an  affidavit;  and  in  a  prosecution  for  per- 
jury based  thereon  evidence  that  the  oath  was  never  actually 
administered  must  be  strong  and  convincing  to  authorise  the 
court  to  take  the  case  from  the  jury.    Komp  v.  State,  20 

2.  Although,  in  snch  a  case,  the  defendant  testified  positively  that 

the  notary  never  administered  any  oath,  and  the  notary  could 
not  testify  to  a  distinct  remembrance  of  the  exact  facts  of  the 
transaction,  which  occurred  about  three  years  bef6re  the  trial. 
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tbe  official  certifleate  and  the  notary's  teetimony  as  to  his  prac- 
tice and  his  recollection  as  aided  by  the  document  itself  are 
held  sufficient  to  sustain  a  conviction.  I^itf. 

8.  The  question  being  as  to  the  truth  of  an  affidavit  that  fifty  per 
eent  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  trust  company  had  been  paid  in 
in  cash,  evidence  that  the  affiant,  who  held  a  large  part  of  the 
stock,  was  In  straitened  circumstances  at  and  prior  to  the  time 
the  stock  was  issued  was  admissible,  and  error  in  admitting 
such  evidence  before  any  proof  as  to  the  amount  of  stock  held 
by  the  affiant  was  cured  by  the  subsequent  production  of  such 
proof.  Il>id, 

Pebsonal  Injxtbies.  See  Damages,  1,  2.  Electricity.  Masteb  and 
Servant.  Municipal  (Corporations,  6,  7.  Negligence.  Rail- 
roads.   Street  Railwats. 

PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS. 

Certificate  or  license  to  practice:  Annulment. 

1.  Ch.  422,  Laws  of  1905,  is  so  far  retroactive  as  to  authorize  annul- 

ment of  the  certificate  of  a  person  practicing  medicine  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  where  he  had  procured  such  certificate  by 
fraud  or  perjury  or  through  error  before  such  passage.  State 
V,  Schaeffer,  459 

2.  Such  act,  so  construed,  is  not  an  em  post  facto, l&w,  the  annulment 

of  the  certificate  not  being  in  the  nature  of  a  punishment  but 
intended  only  for  the  protection  of  the  public  against  incompe- 
tency and  unfitness.  Ihid. 

3.  The  civil  action  in  the  name  of  the  state,  authorized  by  ch.  422, 

Laws  of  1905,  to  annul  a  license  or  certificate  of  registration 
issued  to  a  person  to  practice  medicine,  is  not  an  action  to  en- 
force a  penalty  or  forfeiture;  and  the  time  for  the  commence- 
ment thereof  is  not  limited  by  sees.  4222,  4224,  4629,  or  4630, 
Stats.  1898.  Ihid, 

4.  The  fact  that  the  complaint  in  such  an  action  is  signed  by  an  at- 

torney for  the  Wisconsin  board  of  medical  examiners,  as  well 
as  by  the  district  attorney,  does  not  make  such  board  a  party 
plaintiff,  or  render  the  complaint  demurrable  on  the  ground  of 
defect  of  parties.  Ihid. 

Competency  as  witnesses:  Privilege,    See  Witnesses,  8 

PLEADING. 

Liberal  construction, 

1.  Under  the  rule  that  pleadings  should  be  liberally  construed  with 
a  view  to  substantial  justice  between  the  parties,  no  pleading 
is  to  be  condemned  if  the  allegations  of  fact  claimed  to  have 
been  stated  can  be  read  therefrom  with  reasonable  certainty, 
though  its  allegations  be  in  form  uncertain,  incomplete,  and  de- 
fective.   Modem  Steel  8,  Co,  v,  English  C.  Co.  31 

Complaint  or  petition:  Sufficiency.  See  County  Courts,  8.  Injunc- 
tion, 3,  9. 

Same:  Bill  of  particulars.    See  Gaming,  4. 

Saine:  Separate  causes  of  action.    See  Libel  aih)  Slander,  6. 

AnsvTer:  Sufflcienoy,    See  Frauds,  Statute  of,  4.    Judgment,  1,  2. 

,Same:  Striking  out  defenses.    See  Champerty,  2. 
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Same:  Counterclaim,    See  Building  Contracts,  6.    Judgment,  3,  4. 
Same:  Allegations  deemed  controverted, 

2.  Allegations  of  an  answer  that  certain  third  persons  are  neces- 

sary parties  are,  under  sec.  2667,  Stats.  1898,  to  be  deemed  con- 
troverted by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  issue  thereon  may  be  tried 
with  the  general  issues,  in  the  court's  discretion,  under  Circuit 
Court  Rule  XIV.    Payne  v.  Payne,  450 

Reply  to  counterclaim:  Waiver. 

3.  Where  a  trial  proceeded  from  beginning  to  end  upon  the  theory 

on  both  sides  that  the  allegations  of  a  counterclaim  were  in  is- 
sue, a  formal  reply  was  waived.    My  Laundry  Co.  v.  Schmelinff, 

697 
Amendment  of  pleading.    See  Appeal,  8,  9,  18.    Replevht. 

Variance.    See  Qaming,  1,  4.    Husband  and  Wife,  4. 

PLEDGES. 

1.  Evidence  held  to  show  a  valid  sale,  by  a  bank  through  brokers, 

of  corporate  stock  which  had  been  pledged  to  the  bank  and 
which,  at  some  time  subsequent  to  the  sale,  came  to  the  hands 
of  the  president  of  the  bank.    Smith  v,  Becker,  396 

2.  Assuming  the  existence  of  an  agreement  by  a  bank  to  keep  sep- 

arate the  stock  of  each  of  three  pledgors,  each  of  whom  was 
liable  for  the  whole  debt  secured,  the  evidence  is  held  to  show 
that  such  pledgors  subsequently  assented  to  the  mingling  of  the 
stock  at  the  time  of  an  exchange  thereof  for  stock  in  a  suc- 
cessor corporation.  Ibid, 

3.  The  fact  that  a  bank  sold  shares  of  stock  from  a  certificate  which 

Included  shares  pledged  to  the  bank  and  shares  belonging  to  it 
absolutely  does  not  show  that  it  sold  its  own  shares,  where  it 
appears  that  it  had  authority  to  sell  the  pledged  stock  without 
notice,  that  the  Indebtedness  secured  thereby  was  past  due,  and 
that  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  were  credited  to  the  pledgor,  who 
was  notified  of  the  sales  and  credits  and  made  no  objection  at 
the  time.  Ibid, 

Policemen.    See  Officers. 

Possession. 
Of  land.    See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2,  3. 

Of  personal  property.    See  Chattel  Mortgages,  3.    Contracts,  9. 
Pledges.    Replevin.    Taxation,  13,  15. 

Power  op  Attorney.    See  Reformation  of  Instruments,  2. 

Powers.    See  Wills,  4,  5. 

Practice.  See  Appeal  and  Error.  Cancellation  of  Instruments. 
Champerty.  Contempt.  Contribution.  Costs.  County  Courts. 
Courts.  Criminal  Law  and  Practice.  Divorce.  Evidence. 
GA.MIN0.  Injunction,  6.  Judgment.  New  Trial.  Pleading. 
Process.    Reference.    Replevin.    Trial.    Witnesses. 

Precatory  Words.    See  Wills,  3. 

Presumptions.    See  Appeal,  11.    Courts,  2.    Drains,  7.   Wills,  1,  2. 

Primary  Elections.    See  Courts,  4,  5.    Elections.    Mandamus. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

Contracts  construed:  Resignation:  Discharge  of  mortgage.  See  Mort- 
gages, 2. 

1.  A  note  and  mortgage  to  an  insurance  company,  and  agency  con- 

tracts between  the  company  and  the  mortgagor  and  others,  all 
relating  to  the  same  subject  matter  and  delivered  at  the  same 
time,  are  construed  together  as  one  instrument.  Security  T.  d 
L.  Ins,  Co,  V,  Ellsworth,  349 

2.  A  written  contract  reciting  that  it  was  an  agreement  between 

an  insurance  company  and  one  B.  contained  a  provision  to  the 
effect  that  said  E.  and  certain  third  persons  agreed  that  all  re- 
newal commissions  accruing  under  certain  agency  contracts 
with  E.  and  said  third  persons  should  be  paid  to  the  company 
in  liquidation  of  a  certain  note.  Held,  that  the  signatures  of 
said  third  persons  were  not  necessary  to  make  the  contract 
binding,  and  that  the  provision  mentioned  was  in  effect  a  prom- 
ise on  the  part  of  E.  that  the  commissions  should  be  paid  as 
stated.  n>id, 

3.  An  agreement  between  an  insurance  company  and  an  agent,  pro- 

viding that  all  renewal  commissions  accruing  under  certain 
agency  contracts  should  be  paid  to  the  company  in  llQuidation 
of  a  note,  secured  by  mortgage,  given  by  the  agent  for  advances 
theretofore  made  to  him,  provided  also  that  no  call  for  pay- 
ment of  any  part  of  the  note  should  be  made  at  any  time  in  ex- 
cess of  the  renewal  commissions.  Another  agreement,  bearing 
a  later  date,  to  which  associate  agents  were  also  parties,  pro- 
vided for  applying  the  renewal  commissions  to  the  repayment 
of  advances  thereafter  to  be  made.  Both  agreements  and  the 
note  and  mortgage  mentioned  were  delivered  at  the  same 
time  and  took  effect  as  parts  of  the  same  transaction  with  the 
consent  of  all  parties,  who  obviously  contemplated  that  the 
commissions  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  both  the  note  and  the 
future  advances.  Held,  that  the  agreement  of  the  later  date 
did  not  supersede  the  other,  and  that  there  was  no  obligation 
to  pay  the  note  except  in  so  far  as  there  might  be  renewal  com- 
missions available  for  the  purpose  under  the  agreements.    Ihid, 

4.  The  agency  contracts  in  such  case  did  not  provide  how  long  they 

should  be  in  force,  but  provided  that  in  case  of  resignation  of 
the  agents  the  company  should  have  authority  to  pay  subordi- 
nate agents  any  commissions,  etc.,  which  the  agents  should 
have  agreed  to  pay  them.  Held,  that  there  was  no  implied  cov- 
enant, arising  from  the  existence  of  the  note  and  mortgage  and 
the  agreements  for  repayment  of  advances,  or  otherwise,  which 
would  prevent  the  agents  from  resigning  if,  after  fair  and  rea- 
sonable efforts,  they  were  unable  to  conduct  the  business  suc- 
cessfully. Ihid. 

5.  Having  reasonably  and  lawfully  exercised  his  right  to  resign, 

and  having  thereby  ceased  to  be  entitled  to  receive  renewal 
commissions,  the  agent  who  had  given  the  note  and  mortgage 
payable  from  such  commissions  became,  by  such  resignation, 
discharged  from  obligation  upon  the  mortgage  indebtedness. 

Ihid, 
Powers  of  agents:  Making  contracts.    See  CJontraots,  1,  2. 

Same:  Hushand  and  wife:  Ratification,    See  Husband  and  Wife,  3r5. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


726  INDEX.  [129 


Same:  Payments,    See  Mortoaobs,  1. 

6.  An  agent  for  the  collection  of  a  note  and  mortgage  cannot,  unless 
specially  authorized,  take  anything  except  money  in  payment. 
Becker  v,  Bluemel,  491 

AQency  of  loife  as  to  household  matters:  Competency  <w  witness.  See 

WlTKESSXS,  1. 

Execution  of  note  by  agent  of  corporation:  Form  of  signature.    See 
Bills  Ain>  Notes,  1. 

Service  of  notice  on  agent.    See  Lieivs,  2,  8 

Assessment  of  property  td  agent  in  possession.  See  Taxation,  13,  15. 

pRnrciPAL  AiTD  Surety.    See  Frauds,  Statute  of. 

Pbiyaoy,  Right  of.    See  Contracts,  10. 

Privileged  CJommunications.    See  Witnesses,  2,  3. 

PROCESS. 

2^otice  of  lien  claim  is  not  process:  Proof  of  service.    See  Liens,  3. 

Service  by  publication:  Time  of  making  order,  • 

An  order  for  service  by  publication,  under  sec.  2640,  Stats.  1898, 
made  four  days  after  the  making  of  the  affidavit  therefor  and 
three  days  after  a  return  of  the  sheriff  that  defendant  could 
not  be  found,  is  held  to  have  followed  such  affidavit  "within  a 
reasonable  time"  and  to  be  valid.    Zahorka  v,  Oeith,  498 

Sam^:  Proof  of  mailing.    See  Divorob,  1. 

Promissory  Notes.    See  Bills  and  Notes. 

Proof  of  Service.    See  Liens,  3.    Divorce,  1. 

Proximate  Cause.     See  Electricity,  3.    Master  and  Servant,  4, 
5.    Negligence,  3.    Trial,  12. 

Publication:  Service  by.    See  Process. 

Public  Policy.    See  Contracts,  3-7. 

Public  Schools.    See  Schools. 

Public  Service  Corporations.    See  Gas. 

Quieting  Title.    See  Tax  Titles,  2. 

RAILROADS. 

Taxation.    See  Taxation,  3. 

Negligence:  Injury  to  pedestrian  at  street  crossing, 

1.  Whether  in  this  case  the  plaintiff,  who  was  struck  at  night  by  a 

train  at  a  street  crossing,  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
in  failing  to  see  the  headlight  of  the  train  as  it  approached,  is 
held,  upon  the  evidence,  to  have  been  a  question  for  the  Jury. 
Roedler  v,  C,  M,  d  St.  P,  R,  Co,  270 

2.  Refusal  to  give  a  specific  instruction  that  plaintiff's  testimony 

that  the  bell  and  whistle  on  engine  were  not  sounded  was  nega- 
tive and  not  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as  the  testimony  of 
defendant's  witnesses,  is  held  not  error  In  view  of  the  gener  I 
charge.  Ibid, 

Ratification.    See  Champerty,  3.    Husband  and  Wife,  2-5. 
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Rkal  Propertt.    See  Appeal,  11,  18.    BouNDARnss.    Caitobllation 

OF  iNSTRUHBlfTS.  ChAMPERTT.  DeEDS.  DRAINS.  INDIANS.  IN- 
FANTS. Landlord  and  Tenant.  Liens.  Mortoaoes.  Spe- 
cific Performance.  Taxation,  8-10.  Tax  Titles.  Wills, 
8-6. 

Reasonable  Doubt.    See  Bastardy,  1. 

Re-assessment.    See  Taxation,  14,  15. 

Rebuttal.   See  Trial,  1. 

Recording  of  order,  etc    See  Drains,  ^. 

REFERENCE. 

1.  The  denial  of  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  reference  because 

of  prejudice  of  the  referee,  If  error,  was  not  harmful  where 
the  referee  afterwards  resigned  and  another  was  appointed.  My 
Laundry  Co.  v.  Schmeling,  697 

2.  The  rule  that,  except  as  provided  in  sec.  2832  or  sec.  2879,  Stats. 

1898,  a  Judgment  or  final  order  cannot  be  vacated  by  the  court 
entering  it  after  the  term  of  entry,  does  not  preclude  the  ap- 
pointment at  any  time  of  a  new  referee  in  place  of  one  who  has 
resigned  and  the  vacation  of  the  order  appointing  the  first  ref- 
eree. Ibid. 

3.  Where  without  objection  a  referee  heard  together  two  matters 

in  the  same  action  which  had  been  referred  to  him,  and  no  ex- 
ception to  his  report  on  that  ground  was  made  In  the  trial 
court,  the  refusal  to  set  aside  the  report  will  not  be  held  erro- 
neous on  that  ground.  Ibid. 

REFORMATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS. 

1.  A  contract  will  not  be  reformed  on  the  ground  of  mistake  unless 

there  was  some  definite  agreement  which  by  mutual  mistake 
was  omitted  from  or  wrongfully  stated  in  the  written  contract. 
Auer  V.  Mathews,         ..  143 

2.  Where,  without  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact,  the  owner  of  chattels 

executed  a  bill  of  sale  transferring  the  title  to  another  person, 
with  the  intention  merely  to  empower  the  latter  to  pack  and 
ship  them,  the  court  cannot  set  aside  the  instrument  or  convert 
it  into  a  power  of  attorney  merely  because  such  person  did  not 
carry  out  the  trust,  although  It  may,  under  proper  pleadings, 
enforce  the  trust    Hurley  v.  Walter,  508 

Remedies.  See  Contracts,  18,  14.  Injunction.  Mandamus.  Schools. 
Specific  Performance. 

Removal  from  oflice.    See  Officers,  2,  3. 

Rent.    See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2,  3. 

REPLEVIN. 

Equitable  issues:  Right  to  jury  trial:  Waiver, 
1.  Interveners  in  replevin  claimed  title  under  a  bill  of  sale  from 
plaintiff,  and  on  their  motion  the  court  directed  the  complaint 
to  be  amended  so  as  to  make  them  defendants  and  charge  them 
with  setting  up  such  claim.  The  amended  complaint  further 
alleged  facts  to  show  the  alleged  bill  of  sale  invalid,  and  asked 
that  it  be  set  aside  and  plaintiff's  title  established.    The  inter- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


728  INDEX.  [129 


veners  answered  on  the  merits.  Held,  that  the  issues  thus 
framed  were  equitable  and  that  the  interveners  had  waived  any 
right  which  they  might  have  had  to  a  Jury  trial  under  sec.  2843. 
Stats.  1898.    Hurley  v.  Walter,  608 

Same:  Amendment  of  pleading  after  reversal. 
2.  In  replevin,  an  amended  complaint  having  asked  that  a  bill  of 
sale  under  which  an  intervener  claimed  title  be  set  aside  as 
fraudulent,  the  supreme  court,  on  reversing  a  Judgment  for 
plaintift  on  the  ground  that  no  fraud  was  proved,  nevertheless 
authorizes  the  trial  court  to  allow  the  complaint  to  be  amended 
so  as  to  raise  the  question  whether  the  title  had  been  placed  in 
said  vendee  merely  in  trust.  Ibid, 

Same:  Costa,    See  Costs,  3. 

Reply  to  counterclaim:  Waiver.    See  Pleadino,  8. 

Res  Gest^.    See  Appeal,  10.    Criicinal  Law,  1.    Evidenob,  2. 

Resignation  of  agent    See  Mortgages,  2.    Principal  and  Aobnt» 

4,5. 
Res  Judicata.    See  Judgment,  5.    Tax  Titles,  2. 

Restraint  of  Trade  or  Labor.    See  Contracts,  3-7.    iNJUNcnow, 
3-8. 

Revocation  of  will.    See  Wills,  1,  2. 

Rivers.    See  Appeal,  3.    Drains,  1,  2. 

Roads  and  Streets.    See  Boundaries.    Contracts,  14.    Drains,  7. 

Municipal  Corporations,  6,  7. 
Rules  of  Court. 

Supreme  Court  Rule  46  (Costs),  642. 

Circuit  Court  Rule  XIV  (Issues:  Trial),  450,  455 

Sales   of   Chattels.     See   Contracts,   9.     Husband   and   Wifb. 

Pledges.    Reformation  of  Instruments,  2.    Replevin. 
Sales  of  Land.   See  Appeal,  11.  Boundaries.  Champerty.  Deeds. 

Indians.     Infants.     Mortgages,  3.     Specific  Performanok. 

Tax  Titles. 
Sales  for  Taxes.    See  Tax  Titles. 

SCHOOLS. 

Illegal  change  in  text  books:  Remedies. 

1.  If  a  school  board  makes  an  illegal  change  in  text  books,  mandor 

mus  will  lie  to  compel  recognition  of  the  right  of  pupils  to  use 
the  books  illegally  discarded.    Harley  v.  Lindemann,  514 

2.  An  injunction  should  not  be  granted  at  the  suit  of  a  parent  of 

school  children  to  prevent  a  threatened  illegal  change  in  text 
books,  since  if  such  change  be  made  it  will  work  no  irreparable 
injury  and  the  remedy  by  wAindamiLS  will  be  adequate.      Ibid. 

Service. 

Of  notice  of  appeal.    See  Appeal,  4. 

Of  notice  of  lien  claim:  Proof.    See  Liens,  2.  8. 

Of  process  by  publication.    See  Process. 
Signature.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 
Slander.    See  Libel  and  Slander. 
Special  Assessments.    See  Drains,  6-9. 
Special  Verdict.    See  Trial,  6,  9-14. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Wis.]  index.  729 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  To  be  specifically  enforced,  a  contract  must  be  definite  and  cer- 

tain In  Its  terms,  or  capable  of  being  made  definite  by  the  aid 
of  legal  presumptions  or  by  evidence  of  contemporaneous  facts 
and  circumstances  which  is  properly  admissible.  Auer  v.  Math- 
ews, .  143 

2.  A  contract  to  convey  "forty-seven  descriptions  located  In"  certain 

sections  in  two  certain  towns,  "and  containing  not  less  than 
1,700  and  no  more  than  2,000  acres," — there  being  no  agree- 
ment as  to  what  particular  tracts,  out  of  fifty-seven  descriptions 
considered  by  the  parties,  should  be  conveyed, — is  too  indefinite 
to  be  specifically  enforced.  Ibid, 

ESTATE  BoABD  OF  Medioal  Examinebs.    See  Phtsioians  aitd  Sur- 

QE0N8,  4. 

Statute  op  Fraids.    See  Frauds,  Statute  of. 

Statute  of  Limitations.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  8. 

STATUTES. 

Enactment:  Vote  require :  Creation  of  hanking  department.  See 
Civil  Service  Laws. 

Itepeal:  General  and  specific  statutes.  See  Taxation,  6. 
1.  A  statute  directed  towards  a  special  subject  is  ordinarily  pre- 
ponderant over  a  later  and  more  general  statute;  but  when  the 
earlier  statute  Is  special  only  in  the  sense  that  It  applies  to  a 
single  case,  of  which  there  are  many  in  the  state,  and  the  later 
statute  is  general  in  Its  operation  and  applies  to  all  such  cases, 
then  the  earlier  one  Is  deemed  to  be  superseded  by  the  later 
and,  so  far  as  inconsistent,  to  be  repealecL  Oymnastio  Asso.  v, 
Milwaukee,  429 

'Constitutionality,    See  Constitutional  Law. 

Construction.  See  Appeal,  2-4,  12,  20.  Bills  and  Notes,  1.  Chat- 
tel Mortgages,  2,  8.  Constitutional  Law,  1.  Contempt,  2,  4. 
Courts,  1.  Drains.  Elections.  False,  Pretenses,  1.  Frauds, 
Statute  of.  Homicide.  Indians.  Infants.  Intoxicating 
Liquors,  1,  4.  Married  Women.  Mortgages,  4.  Municipal 
Corporations,  3,  4.  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  1-3.  Plead- 
ing, 2.  Process.  Taxation,  1-10,  13-15,  19.  Towns.  Trial,  9. 
Wills,  1,  2. 

^.  The  rule,  expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius,  like  all  other 
mere  rules  of  construction  applied  to  ambiguous  words,  yields 
to  proof  of  facts  and  circumstances  which  satisfactorily  dem- 
onstrates that  the  meaning  intended  was  different  Nunne- 
macher  v.  State,  190 

8.  Where  the  words  of  a  statute  are  plain  and  unambiguous  and 
not  absurd,  courts  must  be  guided  thereby,  and  not  by  extrinsic 
facts  and  circumstances.  In  ascertaining  the  legislative  inten- 
tion.   Smith  V,  Burlington,  336 

Effect  on  pending  proceedings:  Appealable  orders'.    See  Appeal,  1. 

Jtetroactive  and  ex  post  facto  laws.  See  Chattel  Mortgages,  L 
Physicians  and  Surgeons,  1,  2. 
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STATUTES  CITED,  Etc. 


CoNflmrunoN  of  Wmoonmk. 

Art       I,  sec     1    -       -     200, 230 

**         I,     "    12    -       -       -    466 

*'     VII,     "      1    .       .        -190 

**     VII,     "      3    -       -       -    676 

**  VIII,     "      1    -    191,  192,  204, 

206,  217,  218,  220, 

222,  227,  228,  233 

•*  VIII,     "    6      -       -     191, 223 

"        X,     **    2      -        -        -    620 

**      XI,  tecs.  4, 6.       -     164,168 

Sessiom  Laws. 

1854.  Ch.  74  -  191,  214,  216,  217 
1860.  **  173,  174  -  -  -  216 
1862.  "  243  -  -  -  587,  590 
1869.  P.  A  L.  ch.  44  -  429,  431 
1883.  Ch.  292  -  -  -  -  79 
1883.  "  309  -  -  429,  431,  433 
1899.  "  50  -  -  -  63,  66 
1899.  "  87  -  .  •  -  462 
1899.  "  300  -  -  -  534,  543 
1899.  *'  351  -  -  -  -  65 
1899.  "  355  -  -  -  -  195 
1899.     *'    356  (sec.    1675—17, 

8ubd.  6)    544,  547 
1809.     *'    356  (sec.  1675—20)    544, 

546 
1899.  "  356  (sec.  1676-22)  88 
1899.  *'  356  (sec.  1676—25)  88 
1899.  "  356  (sec.  1676—27)  88 
1899.     "    356  (sec.  1677—3)  -  544, 

548 
18«.>9..  "  356  (sec  1677—4)  -  .548 
1901.  "  43  -  -  46,  46,  129 
1901.  "  43,  sees.  1, 2  .  -  136 
1901.  "  95  -  -  337,  339-341 
1901.  «*  95,  sees.  1 , 2  336, 837, 339 
1901.  "  100  -  -  -  -  53 
1903.  "  44  -  180,  184,  189,  191, 
192,  195,  196,  233 
1903.  "  44,  sec.  1  -  196,  233 
im)3.     "      44,    "    1,   subd.  6    185, 

233 
1<)03.  *'  44,  "  2  -  196,  197 
1903.  "  44,  sees.  3,4  -  -  197 
1903.  "  44,  sec.  5  -  -  234 
1903.  "  44,  sees.  12-15  -  186 
1903.  "  122  -  -  -  125-128 
190:5.  "  234  -  1()5,  167,  168,  170 
1903.  "  234,  siibch.  I  -  -  169 
1903.  "  315  -  -  -  -  219 
1903.  "  451  -  -  -  662,674 
1903.  **  451,  sees.  9,  12  -  666 
1903.     "    451,  sec  12,  subd.  3   (>66, 

667 
1903.     "    451,    "     16    666,  669,  TxSO 


SwioN  Iaws  — con. 

1906.  Ch.  461,  see.  18,  sabd.  1    667 

1903.  "  461,    "  20  -        -666 

1903.  "  461,    "  26  666,660,681 

1905.  "     21  -  .  -     120,  121 

1905.  **  273  .  .  618,  619,  622 

1906.  "  287  -  -  -   .-  679 
1906.  **  363  -  -  167,  170,  171 

1905.  **  363,  see.  8   -  166,  167 

1906.  '*    419  .        -        -  42,  44,  45 
1905.     "    422  .       469,  462,  463,  465-' 

Milwaukee  City  Chabtek. 

Ch.  IV,  sec.  3  -       -       -       -    666 
"   IV,    "    3,  subd.  1    -     662,565 

Revised  Statutes  of  1878. 

Sections   862-925  (ch.  40)      -      79 

Section    3166  -        -        -        -    588 

4972,  subd.  3,4-        -    654- 

^ATUTBB  OF   1898. 

Sections     lla-94j  (ch.  6)       -    680- 

Section       41   -        -        -        -    667 

80  -        -        -        -    67» 

Sections     81,  82      -     669,  681,  682 

83,  84    668,  669,  681,  682 

85-«8       -     669,681,682 

SecUon     773  -         -        -    639, 641 

775a  (Supp.)     -    120,121 

Sections    7756-775d  ( Supp. )  1 20-1 22 

Section     775e(Supp.)    -     120,121 

776   -        -        -     639,641- 

**  925—8      ...      8a 

"        1038  -        ...    434 

"        1038,  subd.  3     -        -    43r 

**        1038,     *•      4,6-        -    434 

*«        1038,     *'      17,  20,  22    435 

1038,     "      23    -    429,430, 

432,  433, 435 

"        1040  ...        -      66 

"        1044   -        .        -  67,62,66 

"        1059  -        -        -63,65,66 

"        1081    ....      56 

"        1087    -        ...      66 

"        1087a  (Supp.)    -        .      66 

"        115  i    -        -        -        -      56 

Sections  1213,  1222c/        -        -    222 

Section   1359   -        -        -        -    377 

1360   -        -        -     377, 3S2 

Sections  1361,  1362  -        -        -    377 

Section    1363    377,378,382,383,386 

1364    377,378,383,384,386 

Sections  1365-1371  -        -        -    377 

1379-11,  1379—12     -     46^ 

130,  138,  141 

Section   1379—13    -      46,  180,  136,. 

138,  14L 
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STATUTES  CITED,  Etc.— con. 


Statutes  op  1898  — con. 


Sections 


Statutes  op  1898  —  con. 
Section    2858  ...      99,  111 


46.  130, 

138,  141 

(( 

2878  - 

. 

• 

-      53 

Section   137^—18      45-47, 

50,  129, 

i( 

2879  - 

. 

. 

599,616^ 

130.  136, 

138.  141 

<< 

2949  - 

• 

• 

508,514 

Sections  1379—19   to  1379-31    45, 

f< 

3049   - 

. 

. 

498,503 

130,  138 

<f 

3069,  subd.  2 

42 

,  46,  130. 

Section   1550 

-        -     175, 

176,  179 

137,  141 

Sections  1558, 

1559- 

502,  5(56 

i< 

3071   . 

. 

-    588 

Section    1607a 

I 

-    139 

<i 

3156  . 

580, 

588,590 

1(575 

-17,      subd. 

6 

i< 

3200   - 

. 

.195 

(Supp.) 

544,  547 

i< 

3315   . 

26,28 

"        1675- 

-20  (Supp.) 

544,  546 

(1 

3324   . 

-      29 

"        1676—22   (8ap"p.) 

-      88 

it 

8490  . 

600, 

619,  620 

1676—25   (Supp.) 

-      88 

(< 

3769   - 

245,  248 

1676—27   (Supp.) 

-      &8 

(( 

3791    . 

312,  318 

1677- 

-3     (Sapp.) 

544,548 

i( 

3822   . 

440,  44c> 

"        1677—4     (Supp.) 

-    548 

11 

3852   . 

446, 

448,44^ 

"        1791d 

. 

-      21 

It 

3964   . 

-    632 

1809 

- 

.    272 

tt 

4013   - 

498,503 

Sections  1846, 

1852  - 

.      48 

<i 

4032   - 

498,503 

Section   2206 

- 

-    327 

(1 

4038   - 

311,  315 

2278 

. 

-    327 

II 

4096   - 

187, 

260,  284 

"        2302 

- 

477,  483 

II 

4183  et  se(i. 

-    187 

**        2307 

-      476,  477, 

481,483 

II 

4189   - 

-    187 

**        2330 

- 

-    505 

Sections  4222,  4224 

-    460 

Sections  2341, 

2:i42  - 

446,449 

Section 

4339   - 

146,  150 

Section   2349 

- 

-    505 

(1 

4344   - 

.    158 

2572 

- 

50,53 

II 

436U- 

-    158 

Sections  2594, 

2590- 

-      45 

II 

4362   - 

146,  154 

Section   2610 

.    511 

II 

4388   - 

-    311 

2640 

- 

498,  504 

II 

4392   - 

.    272 

2642, 

subd.  4     . 

-    504 

II 

4423   - 

650, 

652,656 

2647 

- 

-    308 

II 

4532   - 

642,644 

2667 

... 

450,455 

Sections  4629,  4630 

-    4(50 

**        2832 

.       .       . 

599,  616 

Section 

4972   - 

•    655 

"        2843 

. 

5aH,  511 

Stock  and  Stockholders.    See  Pledges. 

STREET  RAILWAYS. 

Negligence  in  crossing  steam  railroad:  Ordinances:  Injury  to' passen- 
ger, 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  street  railway  company  for  injuries  sus- 

tained by  a  passenger  in  a  collision  witb  a  train  at  a  railroad 
crossing,  the  evidence  is  held  to  show,  as  matter  of  law,  com- 
pliance with  a  municipal  ordinance  which  made  it  the  duty  of 
the  motorman  to  stop  the  car  at  least  twenty  feet  from  the  rail- 
road crossing  and  of  the  conductor  to  pass  in  front  of  the  car 
a  sufficient  distance  to  enable  him  to  ascertain  whether  there 
was  any  danger  in  sight  before  the  car  was  again  placed  in  mo- 
tion.   Bartholomaus  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  d  L.  Co.  388 

2.  Where  a  distance  of  only  about  eighty-five  feet  intervened  be- 

tween the  tracks  of  different  railroads  crossed  by  street  rail- 
way tracks,  the  ordinance  did  not  require  that  a  street  car,. 
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which  had  stopped  before  crossing  the  track  of  the  first  rail- 
road, should  again  stop  before  crossing  the  tracks  of  the  sec- 
ond. Ihid. 

3.  The  results  of  calculations  based  upon  statements  of  witnesses 

as  to  the  speed  of  the  railroad  train,  etc.,  do  not  constitute  es- 
tablished physical  facts  such  as  would  raise  a  conflict  of  evi- 
dence and  make  the  question  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
conductor  and  motorman  one  for  the  jury,  as  against  the  un- 
contradicted positive  testimony  showing  that  they  were  not 
negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  the  tracks.  Ibid. 

Injury  to  person  crossing  tracks:  Contributory  negligence, 

4.  Plaintiff,  who  was  injured  while  attempting  to  cross  a  street  rail- 

way track  after  alighting  from  a  car  on  a  parallel  track,  is  held 
to  have  been  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  matter  of  law 
in  failing  to  look  when  he  might  have  seen  and  avoided  the 
car  by  which  he  was  struck.  Morice  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  d  L. 
Co.  529 

STREEfs.     See  Boundaries.     Contracts,  14.     Municipal  CJorpoba- 
TIONS,  6,  7. 

Subcontractors.    See  Building  Contracts.    Liens 

Summons:  Service  by  publication,  etc.    See  Divorce,  1.    Process. 

Supreme  Court.    See  Appeal  and  Error.    Courts,  3-5.    Criminal 
Law,  4. 

Suretyship.    See  Frauds,  Statute  op. 

Surrender. 
Of  mortgaged  chattels.    See  Chattel  Mortgages,  3. 
Of  lease.    See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  3. 
Of  office.    See  Officers,  2. 

•      TAXATION. 

Constitutional  requirements  and  restrictions:  Excise  taxes.  See  Con- 
stitutional Law,  2,  3.    Taxation,  16-18. 

1.  Sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const,   (providing  that  "the  rule  of  taxation 

shall  be  uniform,  and  taxes  shall  be  levied  upon  such  property 
as  the  legislature  shall  prescribe"),  does  not  by  implied  exclu- 
sion limit  taxation  to  property  taxation  or  prohibit  the  levying 
of  excise  taxes.    Nunnemacher  v.  State^  190 

2.  The  proceedings  of  the  constitutional  convention,  the  decisions 

of  this  court,  and  the  practical  construction  given  to  the  taxing 
power  of  the  government  for  more  than  fifty  years  concur  to 
show  that  such  power  is  not  limited  to  property  alone.      Ibid. 

3.  Taxation  of  railroads  under  ch.  74,  Laws  of  1854,  and  under  the 

license  system  in  use  from  1860  to  1903,  was  not  taxation  of 
property  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const,  but  was 
excise  taxation  upon  the  privilege  of  transacting  business.  So, 
also,  the  license  fees  exacted  from  other  public  service  corpora- 
tions whose  property  is  exempted  trom  taxation,  and  from  do- 
mestic insurance  companies,  are  privilege  or  occupation  taxes. 

Ibid. 

4.  The  clause  in  sec.  1,  art  VIII,  Const,  "the  rule  of  taxation  shall 

be  uniform,"  if  applicable  to  excise  taxation  at  all,  means  no 
more  than  the  general  equality  clauses  of  the  state  constitution 
or  the  guaranty  of  "the  equal  protection  of  the  laws"  in  the 
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XlVth  amendment  to  the  federal  constitution.  It  means  only 
that  such  taxation  shall  not  unjustly  discriminate,  but  shall 
operate  alike  upon  all  persons  similarly  situated.  Ihid. 

5.  Sec.  5,  art  VIII,  Const  (relating  to  the  levy  of  an  annual  tax  by 

the  legislature),  Is  intended  merely  as  a  regulation  or  pro- 
vision covering  the  levy  of  a  direct  tax  upon  property,  if  such 
a  tax  be  necessary,  and  does  not  apply  to  excise  taxation.  Ibid. 
Exemptions:  Property  of  Turner  societies:  **Used  exclusively  for  edur 
cational  purposes,*' 

6.  Ch.  44,  P.  &  L.  Laws  of  1869,  incorporating  the  plaintiff  Turner 

society  and  exempting  all  Its  property  from  taxation,  was  super- 
seded and  repealed,  as  to  such  exemption,  by  ch.  309,  Laws  of 
1883  (subd.  23,  sec.  1038,  Stats.  1898),  providing  that  all  the 
"property  of  the  Turner  societies  which  are  or  may  be  incor- 
porated under  the  laws  of  this  state,  which  is  used  exclusively 
for  educational  purposes,  is  hereby  exempted  from  taxation." 
Oymnastic  Asso.  v,  Milwaukee^  429 

7.  Under  a  statute  limiting  exemptions  to  property  "used  exclu- 

sively for"  a  specified  purpose,  a  devotion  of  the  income  of  the 
property  to  such  purpose  is  not  sufficient,  but  there  must  be 
primary  physical  use  therefor  of  the  very  property  for  which 
exemption  is  claimed.  Ihid. 

8.  Thus,  where  portions  of  a  building  owned  by  a  Turner  society 

were  leased  for  a  saloon  and  a  barbershop,  the  building  was  not 
"used  exclusively  for  educational  purposes,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  subd.  23,  sec.  1038,  Stats.  1898,  even  though  the  rentals 
received  were  used  by  the  society  for  such  purposes.  Ibid. 

9.  Under  said  statute  the  whole  of  an  indivisible  building,  and  the 

ground  on  which  it  stands.  Is  subject  to  taxation  unless  the 
whole  is  rendered  exempt  by  being  used  exclusively  for  educa- 
tional purposes.  Ibid. 

[10.  Whether  a  mere  Incidental  use  promotive  of  the  main  purpose 
(as  the  letting  of  a  hall  for  lectures  when  not  required  for  the 
uses  of  the  society  owning  It,  or  the  use  of  parts  of  a  building 
for  living  rooms  for  teachers  or  janitors)  would  destroy  the  ex- 
emption, not  determined.]  Ibid. 

Exemption  of  sm^all  estates  from  inheritance  taxes.  See  Taxation, 
18. 

Assessment:  Board  of  review:  Judicial  review  of  its  action. 

11.  Judicial  review  of  the  action  of  a  board  of  review  in  increasing 

an  assessment  extends  only  to  the  correction  of  jurisdictional 
errors,  not  mere  errors  of  judgment  as  to  the  preponderance  of 
the  evidence.    State  ex  rel.  Edward  Hines  L.  Oo.  v.  Fisher^     67 

12.  Where  the  board  of  review  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter 

of  increasing  an  assessment,  and  in  making  the  increase  acted 
upon  evidence  which,  in  any  reasonable  view  thereof,  justified 
its  decision,  it  did  not  commit  any  jurisdictional  error.       Ibid. 

Bame:  Property  in  possession  of  agent. 

13.  In  this  case  the  decision  of  the  board  of  review.  In  increasing 

the  amount  assessed  to  a  corporation  upon  logs  and  lumber,  is 
held  to  be  warranted  by  evidence  as  to  their  value  and  showing 
that  portions  of  the  Imnber,  claimed  to  have  been  sold  prior  to 
May  1,  remained  in  possession  of  the  corporation  as  agent  and 
were  therefore  assessable  to  it  under  sec.  1044,  Stats.  1898. 

Ibid. 
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Re-^eaearment,  when  authorized:  Agents. 

14.  Sec.  1059»  Stats.  1898,  as  amended  by  ch.  50,  Laws  of  1899,  does 

not  authorize  re-assessment,  in  a  subsequent  year,  of  property 
which  was  assessed  and  entered  upon  the  tax  roll  for  the  year 
in  which  it  should  have  been  taxed,  and  where  such  prior  as- 
sessment has  been  set  aside  or  determined  to  be  illegal  and 
void.    Ashland  Co.  v.  Knighty  63 

15.  Personal  property  cannot  lawfully  be  re-asseaaed  to  an  agent  to 

whom  it  never  belonged  and  who  is  not  in  possession  of  it  at 
the  time  of  the  attempted  re-assessment  Ihid, 

Sales  for  taxes.    See  Tax  Titles. 

Inheritance  taxes.    See  Constitutional  Law,  2,  8. 

16.  Inheritance  or  succession  taxes  may  be  levied  by  the  legislature 

in  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  reasonable  regulation  and  taxa- 
tion of  transfers  of  property.    Nunnemacher  v.  State,  190 

17.  Inheritance  taxes  are  not  taxes  upon  property,  but  upon  the  right 

to  receive  property.  Ibid, 

18.  Classification  between  lineal  and  collateral  relatives  and  stran- 

gers, with  different  rates,  and  a  reasonable  exemption  of  small 
estates,  as  provided  for  in  the  Inheritance  tax  law  of  1903  (ch. 
44),  do  not  violate  the  rule  of  uniformity  or  the  principle  of 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws;  nor  does  the  progressive  fea- 
ture of  the  act,  by  which  increased  rates  are  imposed  as  the 
amount  of  the  bequest  or  inheritance  increases.  Ibid. 

Same:  Valuation  of  estates:  Compelling  corporation  to  produce  books. 

19.  Ch.  44,  Laws  of  1903,  imposing  a  tax  upon  inheritances  and  au- 

thorizing the  oounty  court,  with  or  without  the  appointment  of 
an  appraiser,  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  value  of  the  estate, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  etc., 
does  not  empower  the  court  to  compel  a  corporation  in  which 
the  decedent  was  a  stockholder  to  produce  its  private  books 
and  papers  in  court  to  aid  in  determining  the  value  of  the  stock 
so  held.    State  ex  rel,  Pabst  B,  Co,  v.  Carpenter,  180 

Taxes. 

Agreement  to  pay:  Construction.    See  Deeds.  3. 

Mortgaging  future  estate  to  pay  delinquent  taxes.    See  Infants,  2. 

TAX  TITLES. 
See  Champebtt. 

1.  Where  the  grantee  in  a  tax  deed  secures  a  second  deed  on  a  tax 

certificate  issued  prior  to  his  first  deed  but  based  on  taxes  sub- 
sequent to  those  on  which  his  first  deed  is  based,  the  second 
deed  does  not  cut  off  and  extinguish  his  title  and  interest  un- 
der the  first;  and  one  to  whom  said  grantee  afterwards  con- 
veys the  land  may  claim  title  under  said  first  tax  deed,  letter- 
son  V,  Cappon,  439 

2.  In  an  action  to  quiet  title,  brought  by  one  claiming  under  a  tax 

deed,  defendant  tendered  the  defense  to  the  original  owners 
at  the  time  the  taxes  were  levied,  who  had  warranted  tiie  title, 
but  they  neglected  to  defend.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  de- 
fendant then  brought  action  against  told  original  owners  for 
breach  of  the  covenant  of  warranty.  Held,  that  the  Judgment 
quieting  title  was  conclusive  in  the  later  action  as  against  the 
claim  of  said  covenantors  that  the  purchase  at  the  tax  sale  was 
for  the  benefit  of  the  covenantee.  fdid. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


AVis.] 


INDEX.  735 


Terms. 
Of  court    See  Courts,  1.  2. 
Of  granting  new  trial.    See  New  Trial. 
Text  Books:  Illegal  change.    See  Schools. 
TncBBB.    See  Indl^^ks. 
Title. 
To  land.     See  Appeal,  18.     Boundaries.     Cancellation  op  In- 
struments.   Champerty.    Deeds.    Indians.    Infants.    Injunc- 
tion,   2.      Mortgages.      Specific    Performance.     Tax    Titles. 
Wills.  8-6. 
To  personal  property.    See  Chattel  Mobtoaoes.    Contracts,  9. 
Deeds.    Pledges.    Reformation  of  Instruments.    Replevin. 
Taxation,  13,  15.    TRuarrs. 
Torts.     See  Damages,  1,  2.     Electric^tt.     Libel  and  Slander. 
Master  and  Servant.    Negligence.    Railroads.    I^eplsvin. 
Street  Railways. 

TOWNS. 

Organizaticm:  Discretion  of  circuit  court.  See  Constitutional  Law,  1. 

•City  as  successor  of  tovm:  Contract  for  water  service^  etc.  See  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations,  1. 

•Contracts:  Employment  of  attorney  Jyy  the  year. 

The  general  provision  in  sec.  773,  Stats.  1898,  authorizing  a  town 
"to  make  all  contracts  necessary  and  convenient  for  the  exer- 
cise of  its  corporate  powers,"  does  not  authorize  the  employ- 
ment of  an  attorney  by  the  year,  thus  in  effect  creating  and 
filling  the  office  of  town  attorney, — since  the  specific  provision 
of  sec.  776  relating  to  the  employment  of  attorneys  shows 
clearly  the  legislative  purpose  that  attorneys  should  be  em- 
ployed only  for  specific  actions  pending  or  about  to  be  insti- 
tuted.   Btate  ex  rel,  Thompson  v.  Welhes,  639 

Toum  drains.    See  Drains,  3-9. 

TbespaIis.    See  Municipal  Corporations,  6,  7. 

TRIAL. 

Issues  tried  together:  Discretion,    See  Pleading,  2. 
JSxamination  of  jurors.    See  Jury. 
Order  of  proof:  Rebuttal:  Discretion, 

1,  The  trial  court  has  a  wide  discretion  a«  to  whether,  after  both 

parties  have  rested  tbeir  cases  in  chief,  further  evidence  shall 
be  confined  to  such  as  Is  strictly  rebuttal.  Howard  v,  Belden- 
ville  L,  Co.  98 

Examination  of  witnesses  by  court.    See  Criminal  Law,  8. 

Arguments  and  conduct  of  counsel.    See  Contracts,  17. 

Taking  case  or  question  from  jury.  See  Bills  and  Notes,  2.  Con- 
tracts, 5.  Insurance,  2,  3.  Libel  and  Slander,  5.  Master 
AND  Servant,  3.  Negligence,  5.  Perjury,  1,  2.  Railroads,  1. 
STSBrr  Railways,  3,  4. 

2.  When  the  facts  in  a  case,  though  undisputed,  are  ambiguous  and 

of  such  a  nature  that  reasonable  men,  unaffected  by  bias  or 
prejudice,  may  disagree  as  to  the  inference  or  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  from  them,  the  case  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
Roedler  v.  C,  M,  d  8t,  P.  R,  Co,  270 
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3.  An  unqualified  admission  of  a  party  against  his  interest  does 

not  preclude  sending  the  issue  involved  to  the  Jury  where  there- 
is  credible  evidence  fairly  conflicting  therewith.  Bruger  v. 
Princeton  d  St.  M,  Mut,  F,  Ins,  Co,  281 

4.  The  terms  of  a  contract  for  support  not  being  in  dispute,  Its  con- 

struction was  for  the  court,  not  for  the  Jury.    Payne  v.  Payne, 

450 

Instructions  to  jury.     See  Damages,  2.     Libel  aivd  Slander,  13. 
Negligence,  1,  3,  4.    Railroads,  2. 

5.  Failure  to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "bur- 

den of  proof"  is  not  error  where  there  was  no  request  for  such 
instruction.    Howard  v.  BeJdcnville  L.  Go,  98 

6.  Where  a  case  is  submitted  for  a  special  verdict  it  is  error  to  give 

general  instructions.  Ihid. 

7.  In  the  assessment  of  damages  for  future  suffering,  mental  and 

physical,  the  jury  should  be  limited  by  the  instructions  to  such 
loss  in  that  regard  as  the  evidence  satisfies  them  will  be  reason- 
ably certain  to  result  from  the  injury.  Ibid, 

8.  An  instruction  carrying  the  impression  to  the  jury  that,  in  the^ 

opinion  of  the  judge,  there  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
might  find  a  certain  fact,  when  In  reality  there  was  no  evidence 
whatever  tending  to  prove  that  fact,  was  misleading  and  erro- 
neous.   Speliopoulos  V,  Schick,  556 

Special  verdict.    See  Appeal,  13. 

9.  Under  sec.  2858,  Stats.  1898,  the  court  may  submit  the  case  for 

special  verdict  without  request  of  counsel.  Howard  v,  Belden- 
ville  L,  Co,  98 

10.  A  special  verdict  should  be  composed  only  of  a  sufficient  number 

of  questions  to  cover  singly  the  material  Issues  controverted 
on  the  evidence,  and  should  be  so  worded  that  each  question,  so 
far  as  practicable,  shall  be  susceptible  of  afiirmative  or  negative 
answer.  Ibidi 

11.  The  submission  of  the  general  question   "Was  the  defendant 

guilty  of  negligence  which  caused  plaintiff's  injury?"  is  criti- 
cised as  involving  several  questions,  which  should  have  been 
separately  submitted,  as  to  the  existence  of  the  alleged  defect 
and  as  to  whether  defendant  had  known  or  been  chargeable  with 
knowledge  thereof  for  such  a  length  of  time  that  failure  to  re- 
pair it  before  the  accident  was  negligence.  Ibid, 

12.  The  submission  of  four  questions  as  to  proximate  cause  is  also 

criticised  on  the  ground  that  one,  properly  worded,  would  have 
sufficed,  and  also  because  said  questions  included  immaterial 
matters  and  matters  not  In  issue  and  were  so  framed  as  to 
cross-question  the  jury.  Ibid. 

13.  A  general  question  in  the  special  verdict  as  to  whether  plaintiff 

was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  is  held  sufficiently  to  have 
covered  the  question  of  his  assumption  of  the  risk,  in  the  ab^ 
sence  of  any  request  for  a  specific  submission  of  that  matter. 

Ibid, 

14.  A  question  for  special  verdict,  asking  what  was  the  real  value  of 

support  furnished  to  a  person  over  and  above  the  value  of  her 
services  in  the  household,  covered  but  one  Issuable  fact  and 
was  not  objectionable.    Payne  v,  Payne,  450* 

Judgment.    See  Judgment. 
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TRUSTS  AND  TltUSTBBS. 

See  CoNTR^OTs,  9.     Reformation  or  Ihstbuiobnts.     Riputviy,  2. 

Wells,  3r-6. 

To  establish  an  oral  agreement  to  hold  In  tmst,  In  whole  or  In 
part,  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  of  the  assured  a  life  insurance 
policy  payable  to  the  alleged  trustee,  the  proof  must  be  clear 
and  convincing,  and  the  loose  and  vague  recollections  of  wit^ 
nesses  as  to  a  conversation  with  such  alleged  trustee  are  not 
sufficient    Dewey  v.  Fleischer,  591 

TuBNEB  SociETiBs:  Bzemptiou  of  property.    See  Taxation,  6-10. 
Undebtakino  on  appeal  from  county  court    See  Appeal^  20. 
Undue  Influence.    See  Deeds,  1,  2. 

Vaoatino  Judgment  or  order.    See  Judgment,  1,  2.    Reterbnob,  2. 
Value  of  property  destroyed.    See  Insurance,  8,  4. 
Variancb.    See  Appeal,  8,  9.    Gaming,  1,  4.    Husband  and  Wife,  4. 
Vendor  and  Pubchaseb  op  Land.    See  Appeal,  11.    Boundabies. 
Cancellation  of  Instruments.    Champerty.    Deeds.    Indians. 
Specifio  Pebformance, 
Verdict.    See  Appeal,  13.    Tbiai^,  ^14. 
Villages.   Bm  HuNiciPAii  Cobpobations,  1. 
Voir  Dibb.    See  Jubt. 
Watveb. 
Of  variance.    See  Appeal,  8,  9.    GLamino,  1,  4. 
^  Of  claim  for  damages.    See  Building  Contracts,  1,  3. 
Of  error  in  admission  of  evidence.    See  Intoxicating  Liquors,  8. 
Of  reply  to  counterclaim.    See  Pleading,  3. 
Of  objection  to  hearing  matters  together.    See  Reference,  3. 
Of  right  to  Jury  trial.    See  Replevin,  1. 
Watebs. 
Navigable  rivers  and  lakes.    See  Appeal,  8.    Drains,  1,  2. 
Town  drains.    See  Drains,  8-9. 
Water  supply:  Contracts.    See  MuNidPAL  Corporations,  1. 

WlUiS. 

Right  to  transmit  property  hy  will.    See  Constitutional  Law,  3. 
Lost  or  destroyed  wills:  Revocation:  Presumption, 

1,  Under  sec.  3791,  Stats.  1898  (providing  for  the  establishment  of 

any  will  which  shall  be  lost  or  destroyed  by  accident  or  de- 
sign), if  a  reasonable  time  elapsed  after  testator's  knowledge 
of  the  destruction  of  a  will  and  before  his  death,  and  he  had 
opportunity  to  reproduce  It  but  did  not  do  so,  a  presumption  of 
revocation  arises  and  the  will  cannot  be  admitted  to  probate. 
Parsons  v,  Balson,  311 

2.  Where  a  will  was  accidentally  destroyed  three  years  before  the 

testator's  death,  with  his  knowledge,  and  he  afterwards  adopted 

a  child,  but  did  not  reproduce  said  will  or  make  a  new  one,  it 

is  held  that  the  destroyed  will  was  revoked.  Ibid. 

Probate:  Vacating  order.    See  Appeal,  if,  19.    County  Courts,  2,  8. 

Construction:  Trusts:  Precatory  words, 

8.  A  testator  devised  land  to  his  wife,  subject  to  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain legacies,  and  also  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her  all  the 
Vol.  129  —  47 
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residue  of  his  estate,  "to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto  her 
forever."  The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows:  **It  is  my  wish 
that  my  Bald  wife  .  .  .  will  so  arrange  her  aftairs  that  what- 
ever property  may  he  left  at  her  death  the  same  will  be  di- 
vided as  near  equally  as  possible  between  my  said  daughters." 
Heldf  that  these  precatory  words  were  advisory  only  and  did 
not  create  any  trust,  and  that,  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts, 
legacies,  and  expenses,  the  will  gave  the  property  mentioned  to 
the  widow  absolutely.    OonJin  v,  Sowards,  320 

Same:  Powers:  Mortgaging  land.    See  Infants,  1. 

4.  Where  power  given  by  a  will  to  sell  and  convey  land  is  coupled 
with  charges  upon  the  estate  and  the  executors  are  Intrusted 
with  its  management  to  carry  out  and  discharge  such  obliga- 
tions, the  extent  of  the  power  conferred  (and  whether  it  in- 
cludes the  power  to  mortgage  the  land)  is  to  be  ascertained 
from  the  intention  of  the  testator  as  evinced  by  the  will  in  the 
light  of  surrounding  circumstances.    Lueft  v.  Lueft,  534 

6.  A  will  giving  to  executors  power  "to  hold,  manage,  invest,"  etc., 
and  "to  lease,  sell,  deliver,  transfer,  grant,  and  convey  .  .  .  and 
generally  to  have,  manage,  and  control"  the  estate  as  fully  as 
the  testator  might  do  if  living.  Is  held  to  authorize  the  mort- 
gaging of  land  to  enable  the  executors  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  the  testator.  Ihid. 

Wisconsin  State  Board  of  Medical  Examiners.    See  Physicians 
AND  Surgeons,  4. 

WITNESSES. 

Competency:  Buaoand  and  wife. 

1.  The  fact  that  plaintiffs  wife,  in  the  usual  course  of  the  manage- 

ment of  the  household  affairs,  attended  to  the  details  of  procur- 
ing provisions,  etc.,  and  performed  the  labor  incident  to  fur- 
nishing support  for  a  person  in  their  house,  did  not  show  that 
she  was  the  agent  of  her  husband  in  the  matter  of  such  sup- 
port 80  as  to  make  her  a  competent  witness  for  the  defense  in 
an  action  by  the  husband  to  enforce  contribution  from  other 
persons  jointly  bound  with  him  to  furnish  such  support  Payne 
V.  Payne,  450 

Same:  Attorneys:  Physicians:  Privileged  communications, 

2.  An  attorney  at  law  who  drew  a  deed  and  a  contract  by  the 

grantee  to  support  the  grantor,  and  who,  at  the  grantor's  re- 
quest, signed  such  papers  as  a  witness,  was  properly  allowed  to 
testify  as  to  the  mental  competency  of  the  grantor  at  that  time. 
Boyle  V.  RolHnson,  '  -  567 

3.  A  physician  who  signed  a  deed  as  a  witness  is  competent  to  tes- 

tify as  to  the  mental  competency  of  the  grantor,  where  his  tes- 
timony does  not  involve  disclosure  of  any  communications  re- 
ceived by  him  while  attending  the  grantor  as  a  physician.  Ihid, 

Examination  and  cross-examination.  See  Criminal  Law,  3.  Libel 
AND  Slander,  12. 

4.  The  extent  to  which  crdis-examinatlon  of  witnesses  may  go  is  a 

matter  peculiarly  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court  Earley 
V.  Winn,  291 

Credibility,    See  Intoxicating  Liquors,  3. 
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Impeachment.    See  Libel  and  Slander,  12. 
6.  A  witness  cannot  be  impeached  by  proof  that  he  has  made  state- 
ments contradictory  to  his  testimony,  unless  such  statements 
are  material  to  the  controversy.    Barley  v,  Winn,  291 

Words  and  Phrases. 

Bec(yme  ^ue  immediately,  in  note.    See  Bnxs  and  Notes,  3. 

Comer  of  lot,  in  deed.    See  Boundaries,  2. 
.  Debt  of  another,  in  statute.    See  Frauds,  Statute  of,  2. 

Depraved  mind,  regardless  of  human  life,  in  statute.    See  Homi- 
cide, 1. 

Discretion,  in  statute.    See  Constitutional  Law»  1. 

Expenses,  in  statute.    See  Contempt,  4. 

Ex  post  facto  law.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  2. 

Fault,  in  instruction  to  jury.    See  Neolioenoe,  4. 

Final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right,  in  statute.    See  Appeal, 
2,3. 

Forfeiture,  in  statute.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  3. 

Heat  of  passion,  in  statute.    See  Homicide,  3. 

Infamous  punishment.    See  Libel  and  Slander,  4. 

Involuntary  killing,  in  statute.    See  Homicide,  2. 

License,  regulate,  and  restrain,  in  charter.    See  Intozioating  Liq- 
uors, 1. 

Necessaries,    See  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

Ordinary  care.    See  Negligence,  1. 

Other  property,  in  statute.    See  False  Pretenses,  1. 

Penalty,  in  statute.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  3. 

Property,  in  constitution.    See  Taxation,  3,  17. 

Proximate  cause.    See  Negligence,  3. 

Reasonable  time.    See  Process. 

Res  gestce.    See  EJvidenoe,  2. 

Rule  of  taxation  shall  be  uniform,  in  constitution.    See  Taxation. 
1,  4,  18. 

Serving  on  clerk,  in  statute.    See  Appeal,  4. 

Taken  and  sold,  in  statute.    See  Chattel  Mortgages,  3. 

Taxes,  in  deed.    See  Deeds,  3. 

Trespasser.    See  Municipal  Corporations,  6,  7. 

Used  exclusively  for,  etc.,  in  statute.    See  Taxation,  7-10. 

Year,  in  statute.    See  Intoxicating  Liquors,  4. 
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